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Proposed Action

The Dormitory Authority State of New York (“DASNY”) has received a funding request
from Barnard College (“Barnard” or the “College”) pursuant to DASNY’s Independent Colleges
and Universities Program for its Teaching and Learning Center (2015 Financing Project). For
purposes of State Environmental Quality Review (“SEQR”), the Proposed Action would consist of
DASNY’s authorization of the issuance of approximately $170,000,000 in fixed- and/or variable-
rate, tax-exempt and/or taxable bonds to be sold through a negotiated offering and/or a private
placement, on behalf of Barnard.

Proposed Project

The proceeds of the bond issuance would be used to finance the construction of a new,
approximately 132,600-gross-square-foot (“gsf”), Teaching and Learning Center (the “Proposed
Project”) on the Barnard College campus. The Proposed Project would include the demolition of
the existing 65,000-gsf Lehman Hall, as well as the renovation of portions of Barnard Hall, to
serve as swing space during construction of the Teaching and Learning Center.

Construction of the proposed Teaching and Learning Center would commence in March
2016 and completed by August 2018.

The Proposed Project would also involve refunding of all or a portion of DASNY’s Barnard
College Insured Revenue Bonds, Series 2004 and Series 2007A, as well as a series of campus-
wide renovation and maintenance projects at various buildings.

Location of Proposed Project

The Proposed Project would be located on the Barnard College campus bounded by West
120™ Street to the north, West 116™ Street to the south, Broadway to the east, and Claremont
Avenue to the west, in the borough of Manhattan, New York County, New York (the “Project
Site”).

Description of the Institution

Founded in 1889, Barnard College is an independent, undergraduate, liberal arts college
for women affiliated with Columbia University (“Columbia”). With 375 faculty members, current
enrollment is approximately 2,400 students of which 90 percent live in Barnard or Columbia
residence facilities. From its inception, Barnard has had as its primary commitment the
academic, personal, and professional success of women. Women number over 65 percent of the
faculty and are well represented in the administration. Barnard’s relationship with Columbia as
well as ties to the Julliard School, the Manhattan School of Music and the Jewish Theological
Seminary of America, give students a wide range of educational options.
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Reasons Supporting This Determination

Overview. DASNY completed this environmental review in accordance with the
procedures set forth in the State Environmental Quality Review Act (“SEQRA”), codified at Article
8 of the New York Environmental Conservation Law (“ECL”), and its implementing regulations,
promulgated at Part 617 of Title 6 of the New York Codes, Rules and Regulations (“N.Y.C.R.R.”),
which collectively contain the requirements for the SEQR process. The environmental review
followed the 2014 City Environmental Quality Review (“CEQR”) Technical Manual* for evaluating
the Proposed Project, unless stated otherwise.

The Proposed Project was also reviewed in conformance with the New York State Historic
Preservation Act of 1980 (“SHPA”), especially the implementing regulations of Section 14.09 of
the Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation Law (“PRHPL”). Additionally, the Proposed
Project was reviewed in conformance with the State Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy
Act (“SSGPIPA”).

Representatives of DASNY reviewed the SEQR Environmental Assessment Form-Part |
(“EAF-Part 1”) and supporting documentation for the Proposed Project (attached), and made a
determination that the Proposed Project was a Type | Action pursuant to 6 N.Y.C.R.R. §
617.4(b)(9). On February 6, 2015, DASNY circulated a lead agency request letter and the EAF-
Part | to the involved agencies and interested parties. There being no objection to DASNY
assuming SEQR lead agency status, it conducted a coordinated review among the involved
agencies.

DASNY representatives visited the Project Site and environs and discussed the Proposed
Project’s possible environmental effects with representatives of Barnard and the involved
agencies. Based on the above, and the additional information set forth below, DASNY as lead
agency has analyzed the relevant areas of environmental concern and determined that the
Proposed Project would not have a significant adverse effect on the environment and a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement will not be prepared.

General Findings. The purpose of the Proposed Project is to provide a modern academic
facility for Barnard College. Barnard’s Strategic Plan states that upgrading its physical plant and
improving the appearance and functionality of the College campus and improving and
consolidating the College’s Information Technology systems is necessary. The Proposed Project
would meet these goals by constructing a major new facility that would support Barnard’s
commitment to the joint and interlocked endeavors of teaching and learning, by creating
sufficient space to allow the College to grow for several decades; embracing the latest
technology and thought in library design, creating a learning space based around digital media,

Twww.nyc.gov/html/oec/html/ceqr/technical manual 2014.shtml|
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virtual learning environments, and collaboration; and bringing together students and faculty into
closer geographic proximity, embracing the connections that lie at the core of Barnard’s learning
philosophy. The Proposed Project would also support Barnard’s goal to invest in and expand a
series of campus-based centers that facilitate the continual interaction between students,
faculty, and the rich learning communities provided by New York, by providing new space in the
Teaching and Learning Center for the existing Barnard Center for Research on Women and the
Athena Center for Leadership Studies. In addition, the Proposed Project would provide physical
spaces in support of the College’s goals to develop a series of programs that drive interaction
and thrust its students into the nexus of theory and practice, knowledge, and teaching.

In addition to the Proposed Project described above, Barnard is also seeking financing for
certain refunding, renovation and maintenance projects at various buildings on or in the vicinity
of its Manhattan campus. These components of the proposed financing are described below:

Refunding. This component of the proposed financing would involve a refunding of all or
a portion of DASNY’s Barnard College Insured Revenue Bonds, Series 2004 and Series 2007A
(approximately $58,200,000). Refinancing of existing debt is a Type Il action under SEQR as
specifically designated by 6 N.Y.C.R.R. § 617.5(c)(23).

Renovation and Maintenance Projects. This component of the proposed financing would
involve elevator upgrades across campus; interior renovations in Altschul Hall; energy saving
infrastructure upgrades and capacity upgrades across campus and in Altschul Hall; fire alarm
master plan and upgrade of systems across buildings; additional proximity readers and cameras
for public safety; and renovation of common bathrooms in academic buildings. Replacement,
rehabilitation or reconstruction of a structure or facility, in kind, on the same site, including
upgrading buildings to meet building or fire codes, is a Type Il action under SEQR as specifically
designated by 6 N.Y.C.R.R. § 617.5(c)(2).

DASNY’s overall SEQR classification for all elements of the proposed financing is Type 1.2
The Refunding and Renovation and Maintenance Projects are Type Il actions as specifically
designated by SEQR.> With regard to the Type Il actions associated with the proposed financing,
these “actions have been determined not to have significant impact on the environment or are
otherwise precluded from environmental review under Environmental Conservation Law, article
8.t Therefore, no further SEQR determination or procedure is required for any component of
the Proposed Project identified as Type Il. It is the determination of DASNY that these
components of the Proposed Project would not cumulatively result in significant adverse
environmental impacts.

6 N.Y.C.R.R. § 617.4(b)(9).
*6 N.Y.C.R.R. § 617.5(c)(2 and 23).
*6N.Y.CR.R. § 617.5(a).
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Hence, the environmental review which follows focuses on the Teaching and Learning
Center, referred to hereafter as the “Proposed Project.”

Zoning. According to the Zoning Resolution of the City of New York (“ZRCNY”), the Project
Site is zoned R8 General Residence District. The Proposed Project would conform with all bulk
and use requirements within the R8 zoning district. The proposed use is permitted as of right,
and the total square footage of the proposed Teaching and Learning Center would still be below
the maximum allowable floor area ratio (“FAR”) for the Development Site. Based on 6.5 FAR for
community facilities in R8 districts and a lot area of 189,466 square feet, the maximum potential
development on the Project Site is approximately 1,231,529 zoning square feet (“zsf”);
accounting for the floor area of existing campus buildings as indicated on recent New York City
Department of Buildings (“NYCDOB”) filings, while the Proposed Project would increase zoning
floor area on the Development Site, the FAR on the Project Site would still be within the
allowable FAR for such uses.

No zoning change would be required in order to facilitate the Proposed Project. No
significant adverse zoning impacts would occur.

Land Use. The Project Site, the Barnard College campus, consists primarily of educational
buildings and student residences interspersed with open space, pedestrian walkways, and
outdoor seating areas. Land uses within a 400-foot study radius are characterized by
institutional uses (Columbia University, Teachers College, Union Theological Seminary, Riverside
Church, Interchurch Center, St. Hilda’s and St. Hugh’s School, and Korean Methodist Church and
Institute) followed by residential. Commercial uses within the study area are limited to ground-
floor neighborhood retail stores located along the west side of Broadway between West 114"
Street and West 116" Street. Open spaces within the study area largely consist of the Columbia
University and Barnard College campuses, which contain substantial amounts of landscaped
space, outdoor seating areas, and open lawns suitable for light recreation activities.

The Proposed Project would result in the expansion of an existing institutional land use
on the Development Site. The Proposed Project would not alter or displace any existing land
uses. The Proposed Project would represent an intensification of the existing institutional uses
in the vicinity; however, it would not represent a substantial change in land use. No significant
adverse land use impacts would occur.

Public Policy. The Proposed Project was reviewed for its compliance with the relevant
public policy initiatives that guide development within the project study area.

State Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act Consistency Assessment. The
Proposed Project was reviewed to determine its general consistency with each of the smart
growth public infrastructure criteria. As described in the DASNY Smart Growth Impact Statement
Assessment Form (“SGISAF”), included as an appendix to the SEQR Supplemental Report, the
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Proposed Project would be developed in general consistency with each of the smart growth
public infrastructure criteria.

Overall, the Proposed Project would be developed in compliance with the relevant public
policy initiatives that guide development within the project study area.

Socioeconomic Conditions. The Proposed Project would not introduce or displace any
residents, nor would it displace more than 100 employees or a business or institution. No
increase in enrollment would occur as a result of the Center’s construction; the new facility is
intended to fulfill unmet existing demand for academic facilities by the Barnard College student
body and faculty. The Proposed Project would be consistent with and would contribute to the
existing institutional uses on the Barnard College campus. Therefore, the Proposed Project does
not meet the threshold for further analysis and would not result in any significant adverse
impacts on socioeconomic conditions.

Community Facilities and Services. The Proposed Project would not introduce any new
residential population, or result in the creation of a sizable new neighborhood. The Proposed
Project would not have any direct or indirect effects on nearby community facilities; no
significant adverse community facilities impacts are expected and, thus, no further analysis is
needed.

The Project Site falls within the jurisdiction of New York City Police Department (“NYPD”)
26" Precinct, located at 520 West 126" Street, located approximately 0.53 mile from the Project
Site. Fire Department of the City of New York (“FDNY”) Engine Company 47, located at 502 West
113" Street, would provide a first response in the event of a fire or emergency.

Open Space. An open space assessment is appropriate if a project would have potential
direct or indirect effects on open space. Direct effects occur if there is a physical loss of public
space, the use of an open space is changed so it no longer serves the same user populations,
public access to open space is limited, or there is an increase in noise or air pollutant emissions,
odors, or shadows on a public space that affects its usefulness. Indirect effects occur when the
population introduced by the proposed project would be large enough to noticeably diminish
the ability of the open space to serve the future population. The Proposed Project would not
physically change or eliminate any open space or reduce its utilization or aesthetic value, and
would not introduce any substantial new user population that would create or exacerbate an
over-utilization of existing open space resources. No significant adverse impacts to parks and
open space would occur as a result of the Proposed Project.

Cultural Resources. The Proposed Project was reviewed in conformance with the New
York State Historic Preservation Act of 1980 (“SHPA”), especially the implementing regulations of
Section 14.09 of the Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation Law (“PRHPL”), as well as with
the requirements of the Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”), dated March 18, 1998,
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between DASNY and the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation
(“OPRHP”). The Proposed Project has been submitted to OPRHP and the New York City
Landmarks Preservation Commission (“LPC”) for review.

Archaeological Resources. The Development Site would require excavation for the
proposed building. DASNY is consulting with LPC and OPRHP for their determinations of the
potential archaeological sensitivity of the Development Site. If LPC or OPRHP determines the
development parcel to be potentially sensitive for archaeological resources, then a Phase 1A
Documentary Research Report would be prepared. As relevant, based on the conclusions of the
Phase 1A, and in consultation with OPRHP and LPC, a suitable treatment plan would be devised
for any areas of potential sensitivity. The treatment plan could include construction monitoring
or field testing, depending on the nature of the potential resources identified and the extent of
construction that would take place in specific locations.

Architectural Resources. Lehman Hall was previously determined by OPRHP to be not
eligible for listing on the State and National Registers of Historic Places (“S/NR”); therefore, its
demolition under the Proposed Project would not constitute an adverse impact. In a letter
dated March 6, 2015, OPRHP noted that it would not object to the building’s demolition.

The S/NR-listed Barnard Hall is located within 90 feet of the Development Site. To avoid
potential inadvertent construction-related impacts on this architectural resource, including
ground-borne vibration, falling debris, and accidental damage from heavy machinery, a
Construction Protection Plan (“CPP”) would be developed in consultation with LPC and OPRHP
and implemented by a professional engineer prior to any demolition or construction. The CPP
would follow the New York City Department of Buildings Technical Policy and Procedure Notice
(“PPN”) #10/88 regarding procedures for the avoidance of damage to historic structures
resulting from adjacent construction. The PPN defines adjacent historic structures as being
contiguous or within a lateral distance of 90 feet from a lot under development or alteration.
The CPP would set forth measures for the protection and avoidance of structural and
architectural damage for this resource.

OPRHP, in its letter of March 6, 2015, indicated that it is likely that the renovation of the
Barnard Hall gymnasium would constitute an adverse impact to this historic building. OPRHP has
requested an alternatives analysis that could bring forth ways to minimize or remove harm to
the character-defining features of Barnard Hall. The alternatives analysis is being prepared by
DASNY. The final resolution of any cultural resources aspects of the Proposed Project is subject
to SHPA and its Section 14.09 implementing regulations. DASNY and Barnard look forward to
the development of a Letter of Resolution (“LOR”) with OPRHP, thus allowing the Proposed
Project to proceed.
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Besides Barnard Hall, there are no study area architectural resources located within 90
feet of the Development Site; therefore, the proposed project would not have any adverse
physical impacts on resources in the study area.

The design of the proposed Teaching and Learning Center would include materials
chosen to complement the brick and stone of the nearby historic buildings on the Project Site,
while emphasizing the differences between the historic buildings and the modern design of the
proposed building. These differences would highlight the unique qualities of both the
architectural resources on the Project Site and the modern design of the proposed building. The
proposed Teaching and Learning Center would be taller and larger than the existing Lehman
Hall; however, it would be similar in height to several existing buildings on Barnard’s campus,
most notably Altschul Hall and Sultzberger Hall, and its total area also would be comparable to
other campus buildings. Overall, the proposed building would be consistent with the bulk, uses,
and arrangements of other buildings on the Barnard campus.

Many existing buildings near the Project Site include a variety of building materials that
characterize the period during which the buildings were built. The proposed building would be
designed likewise to characterize the current period in architecture and building technology.
The proposed building would contribute to the eclectic collection of building styles, ages, and
materials found in this area of the Morningside Heights neighborhood. At approximately 210
feet, the proposed building would be of comparable height or shorter than a number of
buildings in the study area, including the Interchurch Center, at 237 feet in height, and the 229-
foot-tall Northwest Science Building at the southeast corner of West 120th Street and Broadway.

Overall, the Proposed Project would not be expected to have any significant adverse
physical, visual, or contextual impacts on historic resources.

Agency Review. DASNY has submitted the Proposed Project to OPRHP and LPC for
review. In a memo dated February 9, 2015, LPC concluded that the Development Site has no
architectural or archaeological significance, and deferred its review to OPRHP. DASNY’s
consultation with OPRHP is ongoing.

The purpose and need for the Proposed Project is articulated in the College’s Strategic
Plan. Barnard College has core objectives which include: dedication to women’s education;
devotion to the liberal arts; maintaining a mutually beneficial relationship with Columbia
University; recruitment and support of top tier faculty; recruitment and intellectual nourishment
of top-tier students; nurturing and expanding diversity within its community; commitment to an
innovative curriculum that aligns with the College’s mission; and providing a distinctive
educational experience for all students. The Proposed Project also serves a necessary public
interest — education, in general, and the training of students, in particular. In order to achieve
these goals, Barnard College notes in its Strategic Plan that upgrading its physical plant and
improving the appearance and functionality of the College’s campus and improving and
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consolidating the College’s Information Technology systems will be necessary. The Proposed
Project would meet these goals by constructing a major new facility that would support
Barnard’s commitment to the joint and interlocked endeavors of teaching and learning, by
creating sufficient space to allow the College to grow for several decades; embracing the latest
technology and thought in library design; creating a learning space based around digital media,
virtual learning environments, and collaboration; and bringing together students and faculty into
closer geographic proximity, embracing the connections that lie at the core of Barnard’s learning
philosophy.

The Proposed Project would also support the College’s goal to invest in and expand a
series of campus-based centers that facilitate the continual interaction between students,
faculty, and the rich learning communities provided by New York, by providing new space in the
Teaching and Learning Center for the existing Barnard Center for Research on Women and the
Athena Center for Leadership Studies. In addition, the Proposed Project would provide physical
spaces in support of the College’s goals to develop a series of programs that drive interaction
and thrust its students into the nexus of theory and practice, knowledge, and teaching. Upon
completion of the Teaching and Learning Center, the swing space in the first floor of Barnard
Hall Gymnasium would be renovated to create a public assembly space. The walls built for the
swing space library would be removed, and a new acoustic ceiling with new lighting would be
installed, and the newly created second floor rest rooms and meeting rooms would remain. The
faculty offices would be reconfigured to house the Barnard College Information Technology
department and additional administrative functions.

DASNY, in exercising its discretion under SEQR, has made a determination that the
Proposed Project will not engender a significant adverse impact. While there is certainly an
impact, it is DASNY’s opinion is that it is neither significant nor adverse. While SHPA requires
that historic preservation policy be given primary consideration in formulating recommendations
or alternatives, it also notes, however, that other factors such as cost, program needs, safety,
efficiency, code requirements or alternative sites may also be considered. The Proposed Project
has not faced any known community opposition. The Proposed Project would not result in the
removal of any of the architecturally distinguished buildings that make up the area, since OPRHP
has previously determined Lehman Hall, which would be demolished, is not eligible for listing on
the S/NR. The new Teaching and Learning Center would be of comparable height or shorter
than a number of buildings in the study area as well as Barnard’s campus. Cladding materials
would be chosen to complement the nearby historic buildings, while emphasizing the
differences between the historic buildings and the modern design of the proposed building.
These differences would highlight the unique qualities of both the architectural resources in the
surrounding area and the modern design of the new Teaching and Learning Center. The
Development Site is located within 90 feet of Barnard Hall (S/NR-eligible), which could
potentially be adversely affected by ground-borne, construction-period vibrations or other
unanticipated potential construction-related impacts. Therefore, to avoid potential adverse
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physical impacts on this building, the Proposed Project would develop and implement a
construction protection plan (“CPP”) in consultation with OPRHP.

With respect to the renovation of the Lefrak Gymnasium within Barnard Hall, including
the building of a second floor within the gymnasium, Barnard College evaluated several
alternatives, before deciding upon the current plan. DASNY has reviewed these alternatives and
it is the opinion of DASNY that there are no feasible and prudent alternatives to the Proposed
Project when issues related to programmatic, efficiency and cost factors are taken into
consideration, but it is nonetheless in the public interest to proceed with the undertaking.
Furthermore, DASNY will require Barnard College to prepare a Historic American Building Survey
(“HABS”) to mitigate the impact of installing a second floor in the gymnasium.

It is the opinion of DASNY that the Proposed Project would have no adverse impact on
historic or cultural resources listed in or eligible for inclusion in the S/NR.

Urban Design and Visual Resources. Urban design is defined as the totality of
components that may affect a pedestrian’s experience of public space. These components
include streets, buildings, visual resources, open spaces, natural resources, and wind. According
to the CEQR Technical Manual, a preliminary assessment of urban design and visual resources is
appropriate when there is the potential for a pedestrian to observe, from the street level, a
physical alteration beyond that allowed by existing zoning. Examples include projects that
permit the modification of yard, height, and setback requirements, and projects that result in an
increase in built floor area beyond what would be allowed “as of right” or in the future without
the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would comply with existing zoning; therefore, no
further analysis is warranted, and the Proposed Project would therefore not result in significant
adverse impacts to urban design and visual resources.

Shadows. According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a shadow is defined as the
circumstance in which a building or other built structure blocks the sun from the land. A shadow
assessment prepared pursuant to CEQR Technical Manual guidelines considers actions that
result in shadows long enough to reach a publicly accessible open space except within an hour
and a half of sunrise or sunset. Additionally, shade cast on buildings by trees and other natural
features are not defined as shadows that would be considered under a CEQR Technical Manual
impact analysis. A shadow assessment is required for actions that would result in the
construction of new structures greater than 50 feet in height or additions to existing structures
that are located adjacent (including across the street) to publicly accessible parks, historic
resources, or important natural features.

A preliminary screening assessment must first be conducted to ascertain whether a
project’s shadow could reach any sunlight-sensitive resources at any time of year. The
preliminary screening assessment consists of three tiers of analysis. The first tier determines a
simple radius around the proposed building representing the longest shadow that could be cast.
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If there are sunlight-sensitive resources within this radius, the analysis proceeds to the second
tier, which reduces the area that could be affected by project shadow by accounting for the fact
that shadows can never be cast between a certain range of angles south of the project site due
to the path of the sun through the sky at the latitude of New York City.

If the second tier of analysis does not eliminate the possibility of new shadows on
sunlight-sensitive resources, a third tier of screening analysis further refines the area that could
be reached by project shadow by looking at specific representative days in each season and
determining the maximum extent of shadow over the course of each representative day.

If the third tier of analysis does not eliminate the possibility of new shadows on sunlight-
sensitive resources, a detailed shadow analysis is required to determine the extent and duration
of the incremental shadow resulting from the project. The detailed analysis provides the data
needed to assess the shadow impacts. The effects of the new shadows on the sunlight-sensitive
resources are described, and their degree of significance is considered.

Given the height of the Proposed Project and its proximity to several sunlight-dependent
resources, the three-tiered preliminary assessment concluded that a detailed shadow analysis
was necessary.

For the detailed analysis, a No Action condition is established, containing existing
buildings and any future developments planned in the area, to model the baseline shadows. The
future condition with the proposed project and its shadows can then be compared to the
baseline condition to determine the incremental shadows that would result with the proposed
project.

Three-dimensional representations of the existing buildings in the study area were
developed using data obtained from the New York City Department of Information Technology
and Telecommunications (“DolTT”) and photos taken during project site visits, and were added
to the three-dimensional model used in the Tier 3 assessment.

Shadows are in constant movement. The computer simulation software produces an
animation showing the movement of shadows over the course of each analysis period. The
analysis determines the time when incremental shadow would enter each resource, and the
time it would exit.

Shadow analyses were performed for each of the representative days and analysis
periods indicated in the Tier 3 assessment.

The detailed analysis showed that on December 21, shadow would fall on the Hudson
River for the initial 7 minutes of the analysis day. This minimal duration of new shadow would
not impact the river.
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Incremental shadow would fall onto portions of Riverside Park for the first hour and 15
minutes of the analysis day. The winter months are not within New York City’s growing season,
and the new shadow would therefore not affect the vegetation. During the hour and 15 minute
duration of new shadow, adjacent areas of Riverside Park would remain in sun for any users
braving the winter morning weather and seeking sun, and the impact would therefore not be
significant for recreational use.

During the spring, summer and fall analysis periods, the intervening buildings west of
Claremont Avenue would prevent incremental project-generated shadow from reaching
Riverside Park. Similarly, in the late afternoons, when project-generated shadow could
otherwise fall onto a portion of Columbia University’s campus, the intervening campus buildings
along the east side of Broadway already cast shadows on those areas, and no incremental
shadow would occur in any season.

Shadow would fall on a small section of one of the Broadway Malls adjacent to West
119" Street in the afternoon of the spring, summer and fall seasons, ranging from approximately
one to two hours in duration. This relatively brief period of new shadow would not significantly
impact the vegetation of the Malls, due to the amount of sunlight available to the resource in
the remainder of the day. In addition, the project-generated shadows would not be anticipated
to adversely affect the usability of the Malls, given that they are used more as a visual resource
than an open space resource. In any case, the incremental shadow would mostly not fall on the
benches at the intersection of Broadway and West 119" Street, and during the periods when it
would, other nearby benches within sight would remain in sun for users seeking sunlit seating.
Therefore the new shadow would not significantly impact the Malls.

Overall, no significant adverse shadow impacts would occur as a result of the Proposed
Project.

Natural Resources. The Project Site is fully developed with a four-story building, paved
areas, and a lawn area that would remain in the future with the Proposed Project. As such,
natural resources within the project site are limited to the few urban-adapted species of wildlife
that utilize building exteriors as habitat and are ubiquitous throughout New York City.
Specifically, these include house sparrows (Passer domesticus), rock pigeons (Columba livia),
European starlings (Sturnus vulgaris), and Norway rats (Rattus norvegicus). The Proposed Project
would not have the potential to result in significant adverse impacts to the urban-tolerant
wildlife species using the Project Site. While individual wildlife may be adversely affected should
suitable habitat not be available nearby, the loss of some individuals would not adversely affect
populations of these wide-spread, urban-tolerant species within the metropolitan region.
Overall, the Proposed Project would not result in any significant adverse impacts to natural
resources within or near the project site, and no further analysis is required.
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Hazardous Materials. The Proposed Project was evaluated for its potential hazardous
materials impacts. A Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (“ESA”) of the Development Site
was performed in March 2015 in accordance with American Society for Testing and Materials
(“ASTM”) Standard E1527-13, Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments: Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment Practice. The ESA included a visual inspection; a review of
historical land use maps, prior reports and local records; and a review of State and federal
regulatory databases relating to use, generation, storage, treatment and/or disposal of
hazardous materials.

The Phase | ESA identified no “Recognized Environmental Conditions” (“RECs”), i.e., the
presence or likely presence of hazardous substances or petroleum in the ground or
groundwater. Identified environmental concerns included off-site reported spills and hazardous
waste generators with limited potential to affect the project site), and the potential presence
(typical of older buildings) of asbestos-containing materials (“ACM”), lead-based paint, and
fluorescent lighting fixtures and other electrical equipment that could include polychlorinated
biphenyls (“PCBs”).

Recommendations. The Proposed Project would entail demolition of the existing Lehman
Hall, excavation for the construction of a new building at its location, and interior renovation in
portions of Barnard Hall. Although these activities could increase pathways for human exposure,
impacts would be avoided by performing the project in accordance with the following:

e During any future subsurface disturbance, excavated soil should be handled
and disposed of in accordance with applicable regulatory requirements. If
dewatering is necessary for the proposed construction, water would be
discharged to sewers in accordance with New York City Department of
Environmental Protection (“NYCDEP”) requirements.

e Any suspect ACM that would be disturbed by the Proposed Project would be
surveyed for asbestos by a NYC-certified asbestos investigator. All such ACM
would be removed and disposed of prior to the disturbance in accordance
with local, state and federal requirements.

e Any activities with the potential to disturb lead-based paint would be
performed in accordance with applicable requirements (including federal
Occupational Safety and Health Administration regulation 29 C.F.R. 1926.62 -
Lead Exposure in Construction).

e Unless there is labeling or test data indicating that any suspect PCB-
containing electrical equipment and fluorescent lighting fixtures do not
contain PCBs, and that any fluorescent lighting bulbs do not contain
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mercury, if disposal is required, it would be conducted in accordance with
applicable federal, state and local requirements.

With these measures, the Proposed Project would not result in any significant adverse
impacts related to hazardous materials.

Infrastructure. The Proposed Project was assessed for its potential effects upon water
supply, wastewater collection and treatment and storm water management systems.

Water Supply. According to the water and sewer generation rates provided in the 2014
CEQR Technical Manual, the Proposed Project would generate a water demand of approximately
35,802 gallons per day (“gpd”).

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a preliminary infrastructure assessment is not
required if the project does not meet the following thresholds:

e If the project would result in an exceptionally large demand for water (e.g.,
those that are projected to use more than one million gallons per day, such
as power plants, very large cooling systems, or large developments); or,

e Is located in an area that experiences low water pressure (e.g. areas at the
end of the water supply distribution system, such as the Rockaway Peninsula
or Coney Island).

The Proposed Project would not result in an exceptionally large demand for water and
would not be located at the end of the water supply distribution system. As such, water
infrastructure impacts are not anticipated and a detailed assessment is not required.

Sanitary Sewage. The Proposed Project would generate sanitary sewage at a rate
commensurate with domestic water consumption, approximately 35,802 gpd. Sanitary sewage
from the Project Site would be conveyed to the North River Wastewater Pollution Control Plant
(“WPCP”), which has a rated capacity of 170 million gallons per day (“mgd”). The amount of
sanitary sewage generated would not be expected to exceed the WPCP’s capacity or affect its
treatment efficiency, and is not expected to overburden the local conveyance system. According
to the CEQR Technical Manual, a preliminary sanitary sewage infrastructure analysis is not
required if the Proposed Project does not exceed the following thresholds:

e |If the project exceeds 400 residential units or 150,000 square feet of
commercial, public facility, and institution and/or community facility space or
more in Brooklyn;

e Islocated in a separately sewered area;

e s located an area that is partially sewered or currently unsewered;
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e Involves development on a site five acres or more with a large amount of
impervious surfaces;

e Would involve development on a site one acre or larger where the amount of
imperious surface would increase and the project is located within the Jamaica
Bay Watershed; or in certain specific drainage areas including: Bronx River,
Coney Island Creek, Flushing Bay and Creek, Gowanus Canal, Hutchinson River,
Newtown Creek, and Westchester Creek; or,

e Would involve construction of a storm water outfall that requires federal and/or
state permits.

The Proposed Project would not involve the construction of 400 or more residential
units, would not involve development on a site that is one acre or larger, where the amount of
impervious surfaces would increase, and the project site is not located within the Bronx River,
Coney Island Creek, Flushing Bay and Creek, Gowanus Canal, Hutchinson River, Newtown Creek
or Westchester Creek drainage area.

No significant adverse impacts are anticipated as a result of the Proposed Project and no
additional analyses are required.

Solid Waste and Sanitation Services. A solid waste assessment determines whether a
project has the potential to cause a substantial increase in solid waste production that may
overburden available waste management capacity or otherwise be inconsistent with the city’s
Solid Waste Management Plan (“SWMP” or “Plan”) or with state policy related to the city’s
integrated solid waste management system. The city’s solid waste system includes waste
minimization at the point of generation, collection, treatment, recycling, composting, transfer,
processing, energy recovery, and disposal. As the Proposed Project would not result in any
additional student, staff, faculty, or visitor populations, it is not expected to generate a
substantial amount of solid waste as defined in the CEQR Technical Manual. Therefore, the
Proposed Project would not affect the city’s capacity to handle solid waste, and no further
analysis is required.

Energy. All new structures requiring heating and cooling in the City of New York are
subject to the New York City Energy Conservation Code. Therefore, the need for a detailed
assessment of energy impacts would be limited to projects that may significantly affect the
transmission or generation of energy. However, a project’s operational energy consumption is
often calculated. It is expected that the Proposed Project, when operational, would consume
approximately 33.343 million British Thermal Units (“BTU”) per year.5 This would not be
considered a significant demand for energy. Further, the Proposed Project would incorporate

> A BTU is the amount of heat energy needed to raise the temperature of one pound of water by one degree Fahrenheit.
This is the standard measurement used to state the amount of energy that a fuel has as well as the amount of output of any heat
generating device.
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measures to achieve Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (“LEED”) Silver certification.
The LEED rating system, developed by the nonprofit U.S. Green Building Council, is a standard
ensuring a high degree of environmental stewardship, considering energy efficiency,
minimization of waste sent to landfills, and other sustainability best practices in building design
and operation. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse impacts
to the consumption or supply of energy.

Transportation. The Proposed Project was evaluated for its potential effects on the
transportation system. The objective of the traffic, parking, transit, and pedestrian analyses was
to determine whether the Proposed Project would have a significant impact on street and
roadway conditions, parking facilities, public transportation facilities and services, and
pedestrian flows.

The Proposed Project would replace an outdated, functionally obsolete library building
with a new state-of-the-art library and academic building. There would be no increase in the
number of students as a result of the Proposed Project. Due to the replacement nature of the
project, no new activities would be introduced to the Project Site that would generate significant
new vehicle trips. Employee staffing is not expected to increase as a result of the Proposed
Project, as existing staff would be relocated to the new building. Accordingly, no further traffic
analysis is required, and no significant traffic, parking, transit or pedestrian impacts would result.

Air Quality. An air quality screening analysis was performed following the CEQR
Technical Manual guidance to determine if the Proposed Project has the potential to cause air
quality impacts. The Proposed Project is not expected to significantly alter traffic conditions,
and the maximum hourly incremental traffic from the Proposed Project would not exceed the
CEQR Technical Manual’s carbon monoxide (“CO”) screening threshold of 170 peak-hour trips at
nearby intersections in the study area, nor would it exceed the fine particulate matter (“PM; 5"
emission screening threshold discussed in Chapter 17, Sections 210 and 311 of the 2014 CEQR
Technical Manual. Therefore, a quantified assessment of emissions from project-generated
traffic is not warranted.

The Proposed Project would include a new boiler installation for the new Teaching and
Learning Center. Therefore, a stationary source screening analysis was conducted to evaluate
potential future pollutant concentrations from the proposed heating and hot water system. This
screening analysis, detailed in the attached Supplemental Report, found that emissions from the
Proposed Project would not exceed the threshold for a detailed air quality analysis, therefore no
significant adverse stationary-source air quality impacts are expected as a result of the Proposed
Project.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions. The 2014 CEQR Technical Manual requires a greenhouse gas
(“GHG”) consistency assessment for large projects under Environmental Impact Statement
(“EIS”) review that would result in the development of 350,000 square feet or greater, or for
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projects on a case-by-case basis to determine its consistency with the city’s GHG reduction
goals.6 In addition, the 2014 CEQR Technical Manual guidance suggests that a GHG emissions
assessment may be necessary for projects that involve: (1) power generation (not including
emergency backup power, renewable power, or small-scale-cogeneration); or (2) fundamental
change to the city’s solid waste management system by changing solid waste transport mode,
distances or disposal technologies.7 The Proposed Project does not require the preparation of
an EIS and is not expected to result in significant inconsistencies with the city’s GHG reduction
goals. The Proposed Project would not involve excessive power production or alter the solid
waste management system. Therefore, no significant adverse impacts related to GHG emissions
are anticipated as a result of the Proposed Project.

Although a detailed GHG assessment was not warranted, it is expected that the Proposed
Project would be compatible with the city’s policies to reduce GHG emission.

Noise. The Proposed Project was evaluated for its potential mobile-source and
stationary-source noise impacts. The Proposed Project would not generate sufficient traffic to
have the potential to cause a significant noise impact (i.e., it would not result in a doubling of
noise passenger car equivalents [“Noise PCEs”] which would be necessary to cause a 3-dBA®
increase in noise levels). However, ambient noise levels adjacent to the Development Site were
considered to address CEQR noise abatement requirements for the proposed building.

Attenuation Measures. The proposed Teaching and Learning Center as well as the
proposed renovations to Barnard Hall would be designed and constructed using standard
construction methods and materials, including acoustically-rated windows and air conditioning
as an alternate means of ventilation. The proposed building’s fagades, including these elements,
would be expected to provide a composite Outdoor-Indoor Transmission Class (“OITC”) such that
interior noise levels would be 45 dBA or lower for classroom uses and 50 dBA or lower for office,
laboratory, and administrative uses. Furthermore, because the exterior L10(1h) noise levels at
the project site would be less than 70 dBA, the CEQR Technical Manual does not provide a
specific requirement for the level of window/wall attenuation.

In addition, the building mechanical systems (i.e., heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning) would be designed to meet all applicable noise regulations (i.e., Subchapter 5, §24-
227 of the New York City Noise Control Code and the New York City Department of Buildings
Code) and to avoid generating noise that would significantly increase ambient levels.

®As part of the city’s PlaNYC and the New York City Climate Protection Act (Local Law 22 of 2008), the city has a goal of
reducing citywide greenhouse gas emissions by 30 percent below 2005 levels by 2030.

72014 CEQR Technical Manual, p. 18-7.

& The A-weighted decibel scale is used almost exclusively in vehicle noise measurement because it reflects the frequency
range to which the human ear is most sensitive (1,000-6,000 Hertz). Sound levels measured using an A-weighted decibel scale are
generally expressed as dBA.
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Neighborhood Character. Neighborhood character is a term used to describe the various
elements that contribute to a community or neighborhood — such as land use, architectural
design, visual resources, historic resources, socioeconomics, traffic and noise — from which an
area derives its distinct “personality.” A neighborhood character assessment considers how a
proposed action may affect the context and feeling of a neighborhood by collectively accounting
for its effects on the contributing elements. In general, this assessment is warranted for actions
with the potential to result in significant adverse impacts in one of the technical areas, or if it
may moderately effect several of these areas. The Proposed Project does not have the potential
to result in any significant adverse impacts to any of the above-mentioned areas or the potential
for any combination of moderate effects in more than one area, therefore no neighborhood
character assessment is warranted.

Public Health. Public health involves the activities that society undertakes to protect and
improve the health and well-being of the population. Public health may be jeopardized by poor
air quality, exposure to hazardous materials, noise, and contaminants in soil and water. As
demonstrated in earlier sections, the Proposed Project is not anticipated to result in any
significant adverse impacts to air quality, water quality, hazardous materials, or noise. Hence,
the Proposed Project would not result in any significant adverse impacts to public health and no
further analysis is warranted.

Construction Impacts. The Proposed Project would involve construction activities at the
Development Site. As with all construction projects, work at the Development Site would result
in temporary disruptions to the surrounding area, including occasional noise and dust. The
overall construction duration for the Proposed Project is expected to be approximately three
years. The renovation of the LeFrak Gymnasium is expected to commence in summer 2015 and
would take approximately six months to complete. The Gymnasium would provide campus
swing space for the programs and occupants of Lehman Hall during construction of the proposed
new Teaching and Learning Center. The demolition of the existing Lehman Hall and construction
of the new Teaching and Learning Center expected to take place from March 2016 to August
2018. The most intense construction activities in terms of noise levels and air pollutant
emissions (viz., demolition, excavation, and foundation work, during which a number of large
nonroad diesel engines would be employed) would last for only a portion of the overall
construction duration — approximately one year.

Construction of the Proposed Project would be carried out in accordance with New York
City laws and regulations, which allow construction activities between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m.
on weekdays. If work is required outside of normal construction hours, necessary approvals
would be obtained from the appropriate agencies (i.e., the New York City Department of
Buildings [“NYCDOB”] and NYCDEP). During construction of the Proposed Project, all necessary
measures would be implemented to ensure adherence to the New York City Air Pollution Control
Code regulating construction-related dust emissions and the New York City Noise Control Code
regulating construction noise. In addition, Maintenance and Protection of Traffic (“MPT”) plans
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would be developed for any curb-lane and/or sidewalk closures. Approval of these plans and
implementation of all temporary closures during construction would be coordinated with the
New York City Department of Transportation’s (“NYCDOT"”) Office of Construction Mitigation and
Coordination (“OCMC”). Through implementation of the measures described above, the
temporary adverse effects associated with the proposed construction activities would be
minimized. Accordingly, the Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse impacts
during construction, and no further analysis is required.

For Further Information:

Contact: Jack D. Homkow
Director
Office of Environmental Affairs

Address: Dormitory Authority State of New York
One Penn Plaza, 52™ Floor
New York, New York 10119-0098

Telephone: (212) 273-5033
Fax: (212) 273-5121



Full Environmental Assessment Form
Part 1 —Project and Setting

Instructions for Completing Part 1

Part 1 is to be completed by the applicant or project sponsoResponses become part of the application for approval or funding, are
subject to public reeiw, and may be subject to further verification.

Complete Part 1 based on information currently available. If additiorednadsor investigation would be needed to fulspend to any
item, please answer as thoroughly as possible based on current informati@te imtiether missing information does not exist, or is not
reasonalyl available to the sponsor; and, when possible, generally describe work or sthidiesvould be necessary to update or fully
develop that information.

Applicants/sponsors musomplete all items in Sections A & B. In Sections C, D, & E, most items contaiitiahquestion that must be
answered either “Yes” or “No.” If the answer to the initial question is “Yes,” ¢etephe sulguestions that follow. If the answer to the
initial question is “No,” proceed to the next question. Section F atfeevprojecsponsor tadentify and attach any additional information.
Section G requires the name and signature of the project sponsoiffdhat the information contadéalin Partl is accurate and complete.

A. Project and Sponsor Information

Name of Action or Project:
Barnard College Teaching and Learning Center

Project Location (describe, and attach a general location map):
Lehman Hall and Barnard Hall—Barnard College Campus (superblock bounded by West 120th Street, &t 116th Street,
Broadway, and Claremont Avenue), Borough of Manhattan, New York SeeFigure 1, “Project Location.”

Brief Description of Proposed Action (include purpose or need):

See Attachment A, “Project Description” and Figure 2, “Campus Map.”
Barnard College (“Barnard”) is proposing to construct a new, approximaely 133,000gross square foot Teaching and Learning
Center building to replace the existing Lehman Hall (the “Proposed Projet}. The Proposed Project would also include interior
renovations to the existing Barnard Hall, for use as swing space duag construction of the proposed new buildingDemolition of
Lehman Hall is anticipated to commence iJanuary 2016 and the proposed Teaching and Learning Center would be occupied hy
August 2018 The Proposed Project would serve Barnard’s existing population, and would heoesult in an increase in population.

The Proposed Action would consist of DASNY’s authorization of the issnce of bonds on behalf oBarnard to finance the
Proposed Project.

Name of Applicant/Sponsor: Telephone: 2128546831

Barnard College E-Mail: rgoldberg@barnard.edu
Address:

3009 Broadway

City/PO: State: Zip Code:
New York NY 10027
Project Contact (if not same as sponsor; give name and title/role): Telephone:

Barnard College—Robert Goldberg, Chief Operating Officer E-Mail:

Address:

3009 Broadway

City/PO: State: Zip Code:
New York NY 10027
Property Owner (if not same as sponsor): Telephone: 2128546031

N/A E-Mail: gbeltron@barnard.edu
Address:

City/PO: State: Zip Code:
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B. Government Approvals

B. Government Approvals Funding, or Sponsorship.(“Funding” includes grants, loans, tax relief, and any other forms of firlaj
assistance.)

Government Entity If Yes: Identify Agency and Approval(s) Application Date
Required (Actual or projected)
a. City Council, Town Board, 0 YesH No
or Village Board of Trustees
b. City, Town or Village 0 YesH No
Planning Board or Commission
c. City Council, Town or [0 YesH No
Village Zoning Board of Appeals
d. Other local agencies 0 YesH No
e. County agencies 0 YesH No
f. Regional agencies 0 YesH No
g. Stae agencies M Yes[INo | DASNY Authorization of Issuance of Bonds
h. Federal agencies 0 YesH No
i. Coastal Resources
i. Istheproject site within a Coastal Area, or the waterfront area of a Designated Initadvay? O Yesl No
If Yes,
ii. If the project site located in a community with an approved Locaékvant Revitalization Program? O Yes No
iii . Is the project site withia Coastal Erosion Hazard Area? J Yes[I No

C. Planning and Zoning

C.1. Planning and zoning actions.

Will administrative or legislative adoption, or amendment of a plan, localdiaiinance, rule or regulation beeth O yesl No
only approval(s) which must be granted to enable the proposed action to proceed?

. If Yes, complete sections C, F and G.

° If No, proceed to question C.2 and complete all remaining sections and questiand.in Pa

C.2. Adopted land use plans.

a. Do any municipally adopted (cityown, village or county) comprehensive land use plan¢)ide the site [JYesl No
where the proposed action would be located?

If Yes, does the comprehensive plan include specific recommendations foe tiveesie thgproposed action 1 YesHl No

would be located?

b. Is the site of the proposed action within any local or regional special planstrigtdfor example: Greenway [JvYesl No
Brownfield Opportunity AredBOA); designated State or Federal heritage arearstetd management plan; or other?)
If Yes, identify the plan(s):
N/A

c. Is the proposed action located wholly or partially within an area listed incgtegidmunicipal open space plan, [Jvesl No
or an adopted municipal farmland protectioan
If Yes, identify the plan(s):
N/A
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C.3. Zoning

a. Is the site of the proposed action located in a municipality with an adopted zaniog drdinance? M Yes[INo
If Yes, what ishe zoning classification(s) including any applicable ayedistrict?
R8 residential zoning district

b. Is the use permitted or allowed by a special or conditional use permit? M ves[1No
c. Is a zoning change requested as part of the proposed action? O yesl No
If Yes,

i.What is the proposed new zoning for the si

C.4. Existing community services.

a. In what school district is the project site locatec New York City Community School District 3

b. What police or other public protection forces serve the project site?
New York Police Demrtment (NYPD)

¢. Which fire protection and emergency medical services serve the project site?
New York City Fire Department (FDNY)

d. What parks serve the project site?
Riverside Park, Morningside Park, Sakura Park

D. Project Details

D.1. Proposed and Potential Development

a. What is the general nature of the proposed action (e.g., residentialrialdeommercial, recreational; if mixed, incluaé
components)?

Institutional (Barnard College Teaching and Learning Center)

b. a. Total acreage of the site of the proposed action? +4.35acres
b. Total acreage to be physically disturbed? +1.0%acres
c. Total acreage (project site and any contiguous properties) owned
or controlled by the applicant or project sponsor? +4.35acres
c. Is the proposed action an expansion of an existing project or use? M Yes[INo
i. If Yes, what is the approximate percentage of the proposed expansion arfg ilentnits (e.g., acres, miles,
housing unitssquare feet)? +200%  Units: The exising 65,000 sf Lehman Hall would be replaced by
the proposed 133,000 sf Teaching and Learning Center
d. Is the proposed action a subdivision, or does it include a subdivision? O yesl No
If Yes,
i. Purpose or type of subdivision? (e.g., residential, imdlilscommercialjf mixed, specify types)
N/A
ii.Is a cluster/conservation layout proposed? [JYes[INo

iii. Number of lots proposed®A
iv. Minimum and maximum proposed lot sizes? MinimNA MaximumN/A

e. Will proposed action be constructed inltiple phases? [Jyesl No
i. If No, anticipated period of construction: Approx. 36 months
ii. If Yes:

Total number of phases anticipated N/A

Anticipated commencement date of phase 1 (including demolitidfyfA month N/A year

Anticipated completion datef final phase May month 2018year

Generally describeonnections or relationships among phases, including any contingencies wheresgrbgnesphase may

determine timing or duration of future phases:

N/A
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f. Does the project include new igsntial uses? O yesl No
If Yes, show number of units proposed.

OneFamily Two Family ThreeFamily Multiple Family (four or moré
Initial Phase N/A N/A N/A N/A
At completion
of all phases  N/A N/A N/A N/A
g. Does the proposed action inckudew norresidential constructiotincluding expansions)? M Yes[INo
If Yes,

i. Total number of structure®ne
ii. Dimensiong(in feet) of largest proposesdtructure+190 height;+142 width; and+235 length
iii . Approximateextent of building spad® be heated or cooleApprox. 132,600square feet

h. Does the proposed action include construction or other activities thagsuilt in the impoundment of any O Yesl No
liquids, such as creation of a water supply, reservoir, pond, lake, wgate br other storage?

If Yes,
i. Purpose of the impoundmei/A

ii. If a water impoundment, the principal source of the watérGround Watef] Surface water streams Other specifyN/A
ii . If otherthan water, identify the type of impounded/contaitiguids and their sourc&/A

iv. Approximatesize of the proposed impoundment. Volume:N/A million gallons; surface areél/A acres

v. Dimensions of the proposed dam or impounding structhifé& height; N/A length

vi. Construction method/materidisr the proposed dam or impounding structure (e.g., earth fill, rock, woaodrete):

N/A

D.2. Project Operations

a. Does the proposed action include any excavation, mining, or dredging, duringicbmst operations, or both? [JvYesl No
(Not including general site preparation, grading, or installation of utilitiégsumdations where all excavated
materials will remain onsite)

If Yes:
i. What is the purpose of the excavation or dredghit?

iil. How much material (including rock, earth, sediments, etc.) is proposedreanoved from the site?

e  Volume(specify tons or cubic yard\t/A
e  Over what duration of timel/A
iii. Describe nature and characteristics of materials to be excavated or dredged, sastwlyganmanage or dispose of them.

N/A

iv. Will there be onsite dewatering or processing of excavated materials? [JYesl No
If yes, describe
N/A
v. What is the total area to be dredged or excavdiéd acres
vi. What is the maximum area to be worked at any one thitd@aaes
vii. What would be the maximum depth of excavation or dreddiig¥eet

viii. Will the excavation require blasting? [JYesl No
ix. Summarize site reclamation goals and plan:
N/A
b. Would the proposed action cause or result in alteratian@tase or decrease in size of, or encroachment O yesl No
into any existing wetland, waterbody, shoreline, beach or adjacent area?
If Yes,

i. Identify the wetland or waterbody which would be affected (by name, water index nuvetland map number geographic
description):
N/A
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ii. Describe how the proposed action would affect that water body or wetland, eayatéon, fill, placement of structures, aiteration
of channels, banks and shorelines. Indicate extent of activities, altermtid@aslditions in square feet or acres:

N/A
iii . Will proposed action cause or result in disturbance to bottom sediments? O yesl No
If Yes, describe: N/A
iv. Will proposed action cause or result in the destruction or removal of aqugdimtien? O Yesl No
If Yes:

acresof aquaticvegetation proposed to be remoné
expected acreage of aquatic vegetation remaining after project compl&sion
purpose of proposed removal (e.g., beach clearing, invasive species tmatralccessN/A
proposed method of plant removialliA
e if chemical/herbicide treatment will be used, specify produdt{&\:
v. Describe any proposed reclamation/mitigation following disturbance:

N/A
c. Will the proposed action use, or create a new demanddi@r¥see footnote 1) [JYesl No
If Yes:
i. Total anticipated water usage/demand per Na&? gallons/day
ii. Will the proposed action obtain water from an existing public water supply? M Yes[INo
If Yes:
e Name of district or service aredew York City Department of Environmental Protection(NYCDEP)
e Does the existing public water supply have capacity to serve the proposal? M Yes [INo
e Is the project site in the existing district? M Yes[INo
e Is expansion of the district needed? [JYes H No
e Do existinglines serve the project ste M Yes[INo
iii . Will line extension within an existing district be necessary to supply the project? [JYes H No
If Yes:

e Describe extensions or capacity expansjmaposed to serve this projedtt/A
e Source(s) of supply fahe district:N/A
iv. Is a new water supply district or service area proposed to be formed to semagebesite? [JYesl No
If Yes:
e Applicant/sponsor for new distridd/A
e Date application submitted or anticipat®dA
e  Proposed source(s) of supfity new district:N/A
v. If a public water supply will not be used, describe plans to provide water supfie fproject:

N/A
vi. If water supply will be from wells (public or private), maximum pungpa@apacityN/A gallons/minute.

d. Will the proposed action geneediquid wastes? [JYesl No

If Yes:
i. Total anticipated liquid waste generation per déi? gallons/day

ii. Nature of liquid wastes to be generated (e.g., sanitary wastewatetrialdifi€ombination, describe all componeatsd approximate
volumes or proportions of each):

Sanitary wastewater would be handled by the NYCDEP combined sewersigm.

1 The Proposed Project entails construction of a new building to replace LetathamdHinterior renovations to Barnall and would
not result inan increase in population that wouésult in a net increase in water consumption or demand for water/seastrirdture.
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iii . Will the proposed action use any existing public wastewater treatment failities M Yes[INo
If Yes:

¢ Name of wastewater treatment plant to be uliedth River NYCDEP Wastewater Treatment Plant
e Name of districtN/A— NYCDEP system

e Does the existing wastewater treatment plant have capacity to serve the project? M Yes[INo
e Is the project site in the existing district? M Yes[INo
e Is expansion of the district needed? O Yesl No
e Do existing sewer lines serve the project site? M Yes[INo
e  Will line extension within an existing district be necessary to serve the project? O Yesl No
If yes
e Describe extensions or capacity arpions proposed to serve this project:
N/A
iv. Will a new wastewater (sewage) treatment district be formed to serve the pitgject [JvYesl No
If Yes:

e Applicant/sponsor for new distridd/A
e Date application submitted or anticipat®dA
e What is the receiving water for the wastewater dischblide
v. If public facilities will not be used, describe plans to provide wastewst@iment for the project, including specifyingposed
receiving water (hname and classification if surface disehangdescribe subsurface disposal plans):

N/A

vi. Describe any plans or designs to capture, recycle or reuse liquid waste
None.

e. Will the proposed action disturb more than one acre and create stormwatereitinefffrom new poin [JYesl No
sources (i.e., ditches, pipes, swales, curbs, gutters or other cotecefitnas of stormwater) or ngmoint
source (i.e., sheet flow) during construction or post construction?

If Yes:
i. How much impervious surface will the project create in relation to $atelof project parcel?

N/A Square feet /A acres (impervious surface)
N/A Square feet oN/A acres (parcel size)
ii. Describe types of new point sources

N/A

iii. Where will the stormwater runoff be directed (i.e ;sitle stormwater management facility/structures, adjacent properties,
groundwater, ofsite surface water or offite surface waters)?
As with existing conditions, any stormwater runoff would flow to the NNCDEP combined sewer
system.

e If to surface waters, identify receiving water bodies or wetlaNds:

e  Will stormwater runoff flow to adjacent properties? [Jyesl No
iv. Does proposed plan minimize impervious surfaces, use pervious matedaliect and raise stormwater? O yesl No
f. Does theproposed action include, or will it use-site, one or more sources of air emissions, including fuel O yes M No
combustion, waste incineration, or other processes or operations?
If Yes, identify:

i. Mobile sources during project operations (e.g., hemuipment, fleet or delivery vehicle®/A
ii. Stationary sources during construction (e.g., power generation, strinaatig, batch plant, crushersyA
iii . Stationary sources during operations (e.g., process emissionshdéags, electrigeneratiort) N/A
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g. Will any air emission sources in D.2.f (above) require a NY State dgidRation, Air Facility Permit, O yesl No
or FederalClean Air Act Title IV or Title V permit?

If Yes,
i. Is the project site located in an Air quality rattainment area? (Area routinely or periodically fails to meet M Yes[INo
ambient air quality standards for all or some parts of the year)

ii. In addition to emissions as calculated in the application, the project wétajen

e <1,000 Tonslyearghorttong of Carbon Dioxide (CQ)
e <0.01 Tonslyearghort ton} of Nitrous Oxide (NO)
e NA Tons/year ghort ton} of Perfluorocarbons (PFCs)
e NA Tonsl/year ghort tons) of Sulfur Hexafluoride (§F
e NA Tonsl/year ghort tons) of Carbon Dioxide equivalent of Hydraflocarbons (HFCs)
e <0.002 Tons/yearghort ton¥ of Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPS)
h. Will the proposed action generate or emit methane (including, but natdina, sewage treatment plants, O yesl No
landfills, composting facilitie®
If Yes,

i. Estimate methane generation in tons/year (methtk

ii. Describe any methane capture, control or elimination measures includejeit gesign (e.g., combustion to generate heat o
electricity, flaring):

N/A

i. Will the proposed action resutt the release of air pollutants from opginoperations or processes, O yes Ml No
such as quarry or landfill operations?

If Yes: Describe operations and nature of emissions (e.g., diesel exbakgiarticulates/dust):

N/A
j- Will the proposedaction result in a substantial increase in traffic above present levels catgendystantial [JYesl No
new demand for transportation facilities or services?
If Yes:
i. When is the peak traffic expected (check all that apply): [ Morning ] Evening [J Weekend

[0 Randomly between hours NfA to N/A.
ii. For commercial activities only, projected number of strailer truck trips/dayN/A

iii. Parking spaces: Existing 0 Proposed0 Net increase/decreas®
iv. Does the proposed action include any shared use parking? [JYesl No
v. If the proposed action includes any modification of existing roads, creatimewofoads or change in existing access, descr
N/A
vi. Are public/private transportation service(s) or facilities available withimile of the proposed site? M Yes[INo
vii. Will the proposed action include access to public transportation or agegdations for use of hybrid, electric M Yes[INo
or other alternative fueled vehicles?
viii. Will the proposed action include plans for pedestrian or bicycle accommodatiamnfactions to existing M Yes[INo
pedestrian or bicycle routes?
k. Will the proposed action (for commercial or industrial projects only) géaerew or additional demand 1 YesHl No
for energy?
If Yes:

i. Estimate annual electricity demand during operation of the proposed détidn:
ii. Anticipated sources/suppliers of electricity for the project (e.gsitencombustion, esite renewable, via grid/local utility, @ther):
Consolidated Edison electrical gd

iii . Will the proposed action require a new, or an upgrade to, an existing sut¥statio O yesl No
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I. Hours of operation. Answer all items which apply.

i. During Construction: ii. During Operations:
e Monday- Friday:7am to 6pm e Monday- Friday:8am to 10pm
e SaturdayNo reqular hours e  Saturday8am to 10pm
e SundayNo regular hours e Sunday8am to 10pm
e Holidays:No reqular hours e Holidays:Varies
m. Will the proposed action produce noise that will exceed existing ambientleeéde dunng construction, M Yes[INo
operation, or both?
If Yes:
i. Provide details including sources, time of day and duration:
As with all construction projects, construction of theProposed Roject could result in increases in
ambient noise levels due to esite equipment operation and worker vehicles and trucks traveling
to and from the project site. However, noise from construction activitis is regulated by the New
York City Noise Control Code and by theU.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The New
York City Noise Control Code requires the adoption and implementdbn of a noise mitigation
plan, limits construction (absent special circumstances) to weekdaypetween the hours of 7 AM
and 6 PM, and sets noise limits for certain pieces of construction @igment.
ii. Will proposed action remove existing natural barriers that could act as a aoise &r screen? [JYesl No
Describe:
N/A
n. Will the proposed action have outdoor lighting? M Yes[INo
If Yes:
i. Describe source(s), locatiof(beight of fixture(s), direction/aim, and proximity to nearest occugtietttures:
All outdoor lighting will conform with the applicable regulations as defned by the New York City
Building Code and the Housing Maintenance Code.
ii. Will proposel action remove existing natural barrier that could aetlight barrier or screen? 1 YesHl No
Describe:
N/A
0. Does the proposed action have the potential to produce odors for more than one hot per da [JYesl No
If yes, describe posdibsources, potential frequency and duration of odor emissions, and proximitydstnea
occupied structure®/A
p. Will the proposed action include any bulk storage of petroleamined capacity afver 1,100 gallons) ] YeslNo
or chemical productél85 gallons in above ground storage or any amount in underground ¥2orage
If Yes,
i. Product(s) to be stored/A
ii. Volume(s) N/A per unit time N/A (e.g., month, year)
iii. Generally describe proposed storage facilities
N/A
g. Will the proposed action (commercial, industrial and recreational ps@abt) use pesticides (i.e., herbicides, O Yesl No
insecticides) during construction or operation?
If Yes:
i. Describe proposed treatment(s):
N/A
ii. Will the proposed action edntegrated Pest Management Practices? N/A O Yes No
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r. Will the proposed action (commercial or industrial projects only) involvequire the management or disposal O yesl No
of solid waste (excluding hazardous mitis)? (see footnote 1)

If Yes:
i. Describe any solid waste(s) to be generated during construction or apefatie facility:

e Construction:N/A tons pelN/A (unit of time)
e Operation: NJ/A tons peN/A (unit of time)t
ii. Describe any proposals for-@ite minimization, recycling or reuse of materials to avoid disposal asveagie:

e  Construction:
N/A

e  Operation:
N/AY

iii. Proposed disposal methods/facilities for solid waste generatsiteon

e Construction:
N/A

e  Operation:
N/A

s. Does the proposed action include construction or modification of a solid wasteememaidacility? 1 YesHl No

If Yes:
i. Type of management or handlinfveaste proposed for the site (e.g., recycling or transfer station, congpéetidfill, or other
disposal activities)N/A
ii. Anticipated rate of disposal/processing:
e N/A Tons/month, if transfer or other n@ombustion/thermal treatment, or
e N/A Tonshour, if combustion or thermal treatment
iii . If landfill, anticipated site lifeN/A years

t. Will proposed action at the site involve the commercial generation, treatiieeages or disposal of hazardous wastel?] Yes ll No
If Yes:
i. Name(s) of all hazardous wastes or constituents to be generated, hamdtethged at facility
N/A

ii. Generally describe processes or activities involving hazardous waste otuensti
N/A

iii. Specify amount to be handled or generakd/é tons/month
iv. Describe any proposals for-@ite minimization, recycling or reusé hazardous constituents:

N/A
v. Will any hazardous wastes be disposed at an existing offsite hazardousasiity@ f N/A ] Yes[INo
If Yes: provide name and location of facility:
N/A

If No: Describeproposed management of any hazardous wastes which will not be sent to a hazargdasilitys
N/A

1 The Proposed Project entails construction of a new building to replace Letath@amdHinterior renovations to Barnard Hafid would
not result inan increase in population that wouésult in a net increase in solid waste generation.
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E. Site and Setting of Proposed Action

E.1 Land uses on and surrounding the project site

a. Existing land uses.
i. Check all land uses thatcur on, adjoining and near the project site.

B Urban O  Industrial O Commercial O Residential (suburban O Rural (nonfarm)
O Forest O  Agriculture 0O  Agquatic O  Other (specify):

ii. If mix of uses, generally describe:
Instit utional (university campus); Residential; Local Retail; Community Facilifes

b. Land uses and covertypes on the project site.

Land use or Current Acreage After Change
covertype Acreage Project Completion (Acres +£)
e Roads, buildings, and othengal or impervious | +3.0 +3.0 0
surfaces
e Forested 0 0 0
e Meadows, grasslands or brushlands ¢non 0 0 0
agricultural, including abandoned agricultural)
e  Agricultural 0 0 0
(includes active orchards, field, greenhouse, etq
e Surface water features 0 0 0
(lakes, ponds, streams, rivers, etc.)
o Wetlands (freshwater or tidal) 0 0 0
e Nonvegetated (bare rock, earth or fill) 0 0 0
e  Other 1.5 +1.5 0
DescribeLandscaped Areas
c. Is the project site presently used by members of the community fac pedreation? [JYesl No
i. If yes explain:N/A
d. Are there any facilities serving children, the elderly, people with disabiligig., schools, hospitals, licensed M Yes[INo
day care centers, or group homes) within 1500 feet of the project site?

If Yes:
i. Idenify Facilities:

Schools:PS 036 Margaret Douglas, PS 125 Ralph Bunche

Hospitals: St Luke’s Roosevelt Hospital Center

Day Care CentersBarnard College, Tompkins Hall Nursery School, Hollingsworth Preschal, Riverside Church, Children’s
Learning Center Morningside Heights, East Harlem Block Nursery, Broadway PresbyteriaiChurch, Bank Street College of
Education, The Family Annex, Columbia Greenhouse Nursery School

Senior Center.Jackie Robinson Senior Center

e. Does the project site contain an existitagn? [ Yesl No
If Yes:
i. Dimensions of the dam and impoundment:
Dam height: N/A feet
Dam length: N/A feet
Surface area: N/A acres
Volume impounded: N/A gallons OR acréeet
ii. Dam'’s existing hazard classificatidd/A
iii. Provide date and summaei results of last inspection:

N/A

f. Has the project site ever been used as a municipal, commercial or industrialastidnanagement facility, [JYesl No
or does the project site adjoin property which is now, or was at one time, usedlavaste management facility?

If Yes:
i. Has the facility been formally closed? [JYes[INo
e If yes, cite sources/documentatidiiA
ii. Describe the location of the project site relative to the boundaries of thevasliel management facility:
N/A
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iii. Describe any development constraints due to the prior solid wasteiestivit
N/A

g. Have hazardous wastes been generated, treated and/or disposed of at ttaosisetherproject site adjoin [ Yes Il No
property which is now or was at onmé used to commercially treat, store, and/or dispose of hazardous waste?

If Yes:
i. Describe waste(s) handled and waste management activities, including eggpectiine when activities occurred:

N/A

h. Potential contamination history. Has there been a reported spill at the propmsetigite, or have any 1 Yes[INo
remedial actions been conducted at or adjacent to the proposgd site?determined; a Phase | Environmental Site Assessment
will be prepared and summarized for the Environmental Review)

If Yes:
i. Is any portion of the site listed on the NYSDEC Spills Incidents database ooffiineintal Site ] Yes[INo
Remediation database? Check all that apply:
[0 Yes— Spills Incidents database ProvideDEC ID number(s):

U Yes— EnvironmentaSite Remediation database Provide DEC ID number(s):
OJ Neither database
ii. If site has been subject of RCRA corrective activities, describe control resasur

iii . Is the project within 2000 feet of any site in the NYSDEC Environmental Sitetlation database? []Yes[INo
If yes, provide DEC ID number(s):
iv. If yes to (i), (ii) or (iii) above, describe current status of site(s):

v. Is the project site subject to an institutional control limiting property uses? [JYesl No
e If yes,DEC site ID numbeml/A
o Describe the type of institutional control (e.g., deed restriction or estpi/A
e Describe any use limitations/A
e Describe any engineering contraiy’A
Will the project affect the institutional or engineering controls in (flace [JYesl No
Explain: N/A

E.2. Natural Resources On or Near Project Site

a. What is the average depth to bedrock on the projectBité® determinedfeet

b. Are there bedrock outcroppiagn the project site? O yesl No
If Yes, what proportion of the site is comprised of bedrock outcrgsM/A %
c. Predominant soil type(s) present on project siteTo be determined %
%
%
d. What is the average depth to the water table on the project site/erage: feet
e. Drainage status of project site soildl Well Drained: 100 % of Site
[0 Moderately Well Drained: % of Site
U Poorly Drained: % of Site
f. Approximate proportion of proposed action site with slopedli:0-10%: 100 9% of Ste
0 10-15%: % of Site
[0 15% or greater: % of Site
g. Are there any unique geologic features on the project site? [JYesl No

If Yes, describe:
N/A
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h. Surface water features:

i. Does any portion of the project site contain wetlamdsther waterbodies (including streams, rivers, ponds or lakés)Yesll No

ii. Do any wetlands or other waterbodies adjoin the project site?

If Yes to eitheii or ii, continue. If No, skip to E.R.
iii. Are any of the wetlands or waterbodies within or adjoining the projectegjulated by any federal,
state or local agency?

iv. For each identifiedegulatedvetland and waterbody on the project site, provide the following information.

e  Streams: NameN/A ClassificationN/A
e Lakesor Ponds: NameN/A ClassificationN/A
e Wetlands: NameN/A Approximate SizeN/A

Wetland No. (if regulated by DEQY/A

] YesH No

] YesH No

v. Are any of the above water bodies listed in the most recent compilation of kitéBqualityimpaired waterbodies? (I Yes ll No

If yes, nane of impaired water body/bodies and basis for listing as impaired:

N/A
i. Is the project site in a designated Floodway? [JYesl No
j. Is the project site in the 100 year FloodpRain [JYesl No
k. Is the project site in the 500 year Floodplain? [JYesl No
I. Is the project site located over, or immediately adjoining, a primamngipél or sole source aquifer? [JYesl No
If Yes:
i. Name of aquiferN/A
m. Identify the predominant wildlife species that occupy or use the project site:
House garrow European starling rock pigeon
eastern gray squirrel Norway rat
n. Does the project site contain a designated significant natural community? [JYesl No
If Yes:
i. Describe the habitat/community (composition, function, and basis for designati
N/A
ii. Source(s) of description or evaluatidi/A
iii . Extent of community/habitat:

e  Currently: N/A acres

e Following completion of project as proposedN/A acres

e Gain or loss (indicate + g}: N/A acres
0. Does project site contain any species of plant or animal that is listed by ¢inal fgalvernment or NYS as O yesl No

endangered or threatened, or does it contain any areas identified as hahit@nidarsgered or threatened species?
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p. Does the project site contain any species aftpda animal that is listed by NYS as rare, or as a species of O yesl No
special concern?

g. Is the project site or adjoining area currently used for hunting, trappingndist shell fishing? [JYesHl No
If yes, give a brief description of how theoposed action may affect that use:
N/A

E.3. Designated Public Resources On or Near the Project Site

a. Is the project site, or any portion of it, located in a designated agraluttistrict certified pursuant to O yesl No
Agriculture and Mekets Law, Article 25AA, Sections 303 and 304?

If Yes, provide county plus district name/numiefA

b. Are agricultural lands consisting of highly productive soils present? [Jyesl No
i. If Yes: acreage(s) on project sitd?A
ii. Source(s) of soilating(s)N/A

c. Does the project site contain all or part of, or is it substantially contiguousegistered National O Yesl No
Natural Landmark?

If Yes:
i. Nature of the natural landmark: [J Biological Community [ Geological Feature
ii. Provide brief description of landmark, including values behind designation prukapate size/extent:
N/A

d. Is the project site located in or does it adjoin a disted Critical Environmental Area? 1 YesHl No
If Yes:
i. CEA nameN/A
ii. Basis fordesignationN/A
iii. Designating agency and dai/A

e. Does the project site contain, or is it substantially contiguous to, a builddhgemlogical site, or district M Yes[INo
which is listed on, or has been nominated byNN& Board of HistoridPreservation for inclusion on, the
State o National Register of Historic Places?

If Yes:
i. Nature of historic/archaeological resourc&l Archaeological Site M Historic Building or District
ii. Name
S/NR-listed resources include: Barnard Hall and Mibank Hall on the Project Site;Brooks and Hewitt Halls (Barnard College) and

Riverside Park and Drive are oneblock west from the Project Site.Pupin Physics Laboratories and Low Library are
separated fromProject Site by Broadway-facing buildings on Colurrbia University's campus

iii . Brief description of attbhutes on which listing is based:
NYSDEC Mapper Summary Report, OPRHP Cultural Resource Information §stem

f. Is the project site, or any portion of it, located in or adjacent to an ssigmded as sensitive for O yesl No
archaeological sites on the NY State Historic Preservation Office (SHP@patabical site inventory?

g. Have additional archaeological or historic site(s) or resourced been g atifithe project site? O Yesl No

If Yes:

i. Describe possible resource(s)yA
ii. Basis for identificationN/A
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h. Ts the project site within five miles of any officially designated and publicly accessible federal, state, or local scenic B ves L1 No
or aesthetic resource?
If Yes:
i. Tdentify resource: Barnard Hall, Riverside Park and Drive, Pupin Physics Laboratories, Columbia University, Union
Theological Seminary, Low Memorial
ii. Nature of, or basis for, designation (e.g., established highway overlook, state or local park, state historic trail or scenic byway,
etc.): S/NR-listed resources
ifi. Distance between project and resource: Between 0 and 5 miles.

i. Is the project site located within a designated river corridor under the Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers [ ves B No
Program 6 NYCRR 6667
If Yes:
i. Identify the name of the river and its designation: N/A
ii. Ts the activity consistent with development restrictions contain in 6NYCRR Part 6667 [ Yes [1No

F. Additional Information
Attach any additional information which may be needed to clarify your project.

If you have identified any adverse impacts which could be associated with your proposal, please describe those impacts plus any measures
which you propose to avoid or minimize them.

G. Verification
1 certify that the information provided is true to the best of my knowledge.

Applicant/Sponsor Name w7 A pgLinint Date
pp p

FhE fihEM T Cdmpyl fpev it

Title___*

- f;f? [

Signature

Aag
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CHAPTER 1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Introduction

The Proposed Project is being reviewmatsuant to theState Environmental Quality
Review Act (“SEQRA")codified at Article 8 of th&ew York Environmental Conservation Law
(“ECL"), and its implementing regulations, promulgated at Part 617 of Title 6 dfaheYork
Code, Rules and Regulations (“N.Y.C.R.Rwhich collectively contain the requirements for the
State Environmental QuajitReview (“SEQR”)process The environmental review of the
Barnard College Teaching and Learning Center prdjdetoposed Projett follows SEQR,
and theNew York City Environmental Quality Review (“CEQR”) Technical Mangeherally is
used as a guideith respect to environmental analysis methodologies and impact criveria f
evaluating the Proposed Project in tBispplemental Reponiinless stated otherwise.

The Proposed Project is also being reviewed in conformance witNeWweY orkState
Historic Preservation Act of 1980 (“SHPA”)specifically theimplementing regulations of
Section 14.09 of th@arks, Recreation and Historic Preservation Law (“PRHPL&d} well as
with the requirements of the Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”), dated March 18, 199
between the Dormitory Authority State of New York (“DASNYand theNew York State
Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (‘OPRHP”)

Project Location and Site Details

TheProject Site is th®arnard College campus superblock, bounded by Weft326et
to the north, West 116Street to the south, Broadway to the east, and Claremont Avenue to the
west (“Project Site”). The DevelopmentSite (the area where the ProgosProject would be
constructeyl is occupied by Lehman Hallpcated onthe western portion of thesuperblock.
Lehman Hall, anexisting 4-story, approximately 65,@0grosssquare-foot(“gsf”) building
constructed in 1959contains Wollman Library (including Barnard’s main book collection,
media and music collection, and adistrative services), the Instructional Media Department,
Audio Visual Services, and Archives and Special Collectionslt is also occupied by the
Information Technology help desk and offices, as well as Barnard’'s EmgRézsdoning Lab,
seminar rooms, instructional technology rooms, a Union office, and offices f&ctreomics,
History, Political Science depaments Lehman Hall connects to its adjacent buildings via
underground tunnels.

The Proposed Project would also include the renovation axiséng9,700-square-foot
LeFrak Gymnasiumthe “Gymnasium”)in Barnard Hall,located immediately south of the
Development Siteto provide campus swing space for the programs and occupants of Lehman
Hall during construction of the proposeew Teaching iad Learning CenterThe 79,006gross
squarefoot Barnard Hall was constructed in 1917 as Students Hall, and contains Barnard’s

' The City of New York, Mayor’s Office of Environmental Coordinati@QR Technical ManualMarch 2014
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Gymnasium, fitness and dance studios and deparsminet Barnard Center for Research on
Women, Athena Center, classrooms, pulsissembly and special event space, and offices for
faculty and the security and facilities departmeriise Gymnasium is currently used for archery
and badminton practice, open sports recreation, special events, and lectures.

Proposed Action and Proposé Project

DASNY has received a funding request from Barnard Col({€Barnard) pursuant to
DASNY'’s Independent Colleges and Universiti®gram for itsTeaching and Learning Center
(2015 FinancingProject) For purposes oSEQR the Proposed Action would consist of
DASNY'’s authorization of the issuance of fixeahd/or variableate, taxexempt and/or taxable
bonds to be sold through a negotiated offering and/or a private placement, on bBhatiod

The proceeds of the bond issuance would be used to finance the construction of a new,
approximately 133,00@ross-squarésot (“gsf”’), Teaching and Learning Centéhe “Proposed
Project”) on the Barnard campus bounded by West B2teet to the north, West 1 Gtreet to
the south, Broadway to the east, and Claremont Avenue to the west, in the borough of
Manhattan, New York County, New York (the “Project Site”). The Proposed Propmadt
include the demolition of the existing 65,006f Lehman Hall, as well as the renovation of
portions of Barnard Hall, to serve as swing space during construction dfedehing and
Learning Center

Construction of the Proposed Project is expected to begin in Summer 2015, when the
LeFrak Gymnasium would be renovated to provadmstal ofapproximatelyl9,400-squaréeet
of swing space for thexisting uses in Lehman HallA second floor, which would line up with
existing stairs and elevatorsould be installed in the GymnasiunThe firstlevel would be
occupied with select library functions including student stspgice, seminar rooms, and the
Empirical Reasoning Lab, and the secavamlild be occupied by 45 faculty offices, conference
rooms, restrooms, and a pantry/copy room.

The new, approximately 133,0@@f, 1tstory Teaching and Learning Center building
would include common and informal study areas, teaching and learning space, a cordgeance
space for the history, political science, econoraitg urban studiedepartmentsa modern new
library, archival and media collectionsijth café facilities The Prgosed Project would provide
space for key programs such as the Barnard Center for Research on Wonika Atitena
Center for Leadership Studjeas well as two new centersLAB (Institute for Innovation in
Liberal Arts) and CSC (Computational Sciencentée. No increase in Barnard’s population
would occur as a result of the Proposed Project; instead, the Proposed Project wodkl provi
Barnard with a new, stat#-theart facility which would support Barnard’s innovative
approaches to liberal arts edtion, provide individual and group study space and access to
resources and help for students and faculty, and improve conference space, which would include
flexible meeting spaces and smaller breakrooms.

The Proposed Project would incorporate measirexhievel.eadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (“LEED”)Silver certificationunderLEED New Construction and Major
Renovations version.3 The LEED rating system, developed by the nonprofit UG een
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Building Council, is a standard ensuring a high degree of environmental ste\wards
considering energy efficiency, minimization of waste sent to landfills, arel sthstainability
best practices in building design and operation.

Construction of the proposed Teaching and Learning Center would caranmeMarch
2016 and would be occupied by August 20180n completion of the Teaching and Learning
Center, theswing space in thérst floor of Barnard HallGymnasium would be renovated to
create a public assembly spackhe walls builtfor the swing space library would be removed,
and a new acoustic ceiling with new lighting would be installed, and the second flomoras
and meeting rooms would remain. The faculty offices would be reconfigured to house the
Barnard College Informain Technology department and additional administrative functions.

Required Approvals

As described above, for the purposes of New Y3tkte Environmental Quality Review
(“SEQR”), the Proposed Action would consist of DASNY’s authorization of the issuaice
bonds on behalf of Barnard College to finance the Proposed Prdjectother discretionary
approvals would be required.

Project Purpose and Need

Barnard, founded in 1889, was the first college in New York-Cagd one of the few in
the world—where women could receive the same liberal arts education available taroday,
Barnard has an undergraduate student population of 2,400, and shares the vast resources of
Columbia University.

As articulated in its Strategic Plan, Barnard has core objectives which include:

e Dedication to women’s education;

e Devotion to the liberal arts;

e Maintaining a mutually beneficial relationship with Columbia University;

e Recruitment angupport of top tier faculty;

¢ Recruitment and intellectual nourishment of tegr-students;

e Nurturing and expanding diversity within its community;

e Commitment to an innovative curriculum that aligns with the College’s mission; and
e Provide a distinctive educational experience for all students.

In order to achieve these goals, Barnard notes itiigtegic Plan that upgrading its
physical plant and improving the appearance and functionalityhe College campus and
improving and consolidating the College’s Information Technology systems will dessey.
The Proposed Project would meet thesalgidy constructing a major new facility that would
support Barnard’s commitment to the joint and interlocked endeavors of teachitepamdg,
by creating sufficient space @llow the College to grow for several decades; embracing the
latest technologynd thought in librarydesign creating a learning space based around dligita
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media, virtual learning environments, and collaboration; andgiog together studes and
faculty into closer geographic proximity, embracing the connections thadtlithe core of
Barnard’s learning philosophy. The Proposed Project would also support Bargaal’ to
invest in and expand a series of campased centers that facilitate the continual interaction
betweenstudents faculty, and the rich learning communities provided by New York, by
providing new spac@é the Teaching and Learning Center the existing Barnad Center for
Research on Women atigde Athena Center for Leadership Studiés addition, the Proposed
Project would provide physical spaces in support of the College’s goals to develogsaote
programs that drive interaction and thrust its students into the nexus of theory anckpracti
knowledge, and teaching.
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CHAPTER 2. LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY

Introduction

This analysis of land use, zoning, and public policy characterizes the existingarendit
on and within the 40@oot study area fronthe Project Site-the Barnard College campus
superblock, bounded by West 128treet to the north, West 1 Gtreet to the south, Broadway
to the east, and Claremont Avenue to thetweghe borough of Manhattan, New York County,
New York, in ManhattatCommunity District 9 iManhattan TaxBlock 1989, Lot 1}-and on the
Development Site (the area where the Proposed Project would be constewakdtes changes
in land use and zoning that are expected to occur independently of the Proposed &ject;
examines the Proposed Project’'s compatibility and consistency with land use and demelopm
trends in the area, as well as public land use and zoning poliies.land use study area
generallyextends past West 12 Street to the north, past Broadway e east, past West 115
Street to the south, and Riverside Drive to the westThis is the area in which the Proposed
Project would have the greatest potential to affect land use trends. Sources used tatusnduct
analysis includdield surveys and evaluation of land use and zoning text and maps.

The Proposed Project would expand and continue an existing land use on the
DevelopmentSite which is surrounded by similar uses as part ofBamardCollege campus
Overall no significant adverse impacts on land use, zoning, or public policy are anticipated as
result of the Proposed Project.

Background and History

Barnard College wasstablished in 1889 as the first college in New York City to provide
an lvy Leaguecaliber undergraduate educatiom women. For the first nine years of its
existence, the Collegeenteda brownstone at 343 Madison Avenue, which provided enough
space for six faculty members and 36 students. In 1898, following the lead of Columbia
University, the College moved to Morningside Heights, building the camgirststhree
buildings—Milbank, Brinckerhoff, and Fiske Hallson the northern portion of the modetay
campus, from West 11%treetto West 128 Street betweeBroadwayand Claremont Avenue.

In 1900, the Collegeormalized its relationship with Columbia University, in which
Barnard exists both as an independenhbgrtered institution and as a college within the
university In 1903, benefactors donated the remainder ofdl@pus, which extends south to
West 118 Street; Lehman Hall, which contains the Wollman Library, was contbietd959
Today, the College offers nearly 50 academic majors to its student body of appebxiZné00
students Through the College’s affiliation with Columbia, Barnard studéatse access to the
University’s course offerings, academic facilities, and athletic teams.
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Existing Conditions

Existing land use patterns and trends are described below for the DevelopmethieSite
Project Site, and the surrounding 400-foot study area.

Dewelopment Site Land UseThe Development Site is located on the western portion of
the Barnard College campus superbiesihich is bounded by West 12treetto the north,
Broadway to the east, West 8treet to the south, and Claremont Avenue to the-wiesthe
borough of Manhattan, New York County, New York, in Manhattan Community District 9
(Block 1989, Lot 1). The Development Site is currently occupied by Lehman Hath wbuses
Barnard College’sWollman Library, the Instructional Media Department, Audio Visual
Services, and Archives and Special Collectiofi$ie fourstory, approximately 65,000ross-
squarefoot (“gsf’) building is also occupied by the College’s Information Technologlp desk
and offices, the Empirical Reasoning Lab, seminar rooms, instructional technalogg,ra
Union office, and offices for the Economics, History, Political Science ttapats. The west
side of the building, which was constructed in 1958s frontaggbut no ingress or egress
points) onClaremont Avenue; the rest of the building is adjacent to open space, which is
accessible to Barnard College and Columbia University faculty, staff, students, and
pathways that connect to the rest of the Barnard Cotieggpus.

Project Site andStudy Area Land Use. As discussed in greater detail below, the
predominant land uses within the 4fg@t study area include institutional, commercial,
residential,and open spaceases (seéigure 2-1). Much of the study area tharacterized by
educational uses interspersed with open spaceésresidential buildings.Commercial uses
primarily consist of retail uses located on the ground floor of residentialitogsl.

As described abovehe Development Site is located in thaesternportion of the
Barnard College campushe Project Site)which consists primarily of educational buildings
interspersed with open space, pedestrian walkways, and outdoor seatindam@ets north of
the Development Site igltschul Hall, which containsBarnard’s laboratories and Biology,
Physics and Astronomy, and Neuroscience and Behavior departments. Dioethtlyos the
Development site is Barnardall, which contains a wide variety of student resources and
academic facilities, asell as a swimming pool, track, and gymnasiufts described ifChapter
1, “Project Descriptiori, the Proposed Project would also include the renovatioBaohard
Hall's 9,700-squardéeot LeFrak Gymnasium to provide campus swing space for the temporary
relocation of the academic uses currently located in Lehman Hall during theuctinst of the
new Teaching and Learning Center.

East of the Project Site across Broadway is the main campus of Columibirsity,
which occupies the superblock extending north to West S2@et, east to Amsterdam Avenue,
south to West 116 Street, and west to BroadwayThe portion of theapproximately 2&cre
campus within the 40@ot study area includes the -$&ry Pupin building, which houses
Columbia’s Astronomy anéhysics departmentas well as the Physics Librarhe 14story
Northwest Corner building, which is occupied by classrooms, science researcdmbhlbgculty
offices; the sevestory Chandler Laboratories, which houses the Chemistry department and the
Chemistry Library; the eighétory Havemeyer Hall, which also houses the Chemistry
department; the sevestory Mathematic#all, which houses the Mathematics department and
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the Mathematics Library; Earl Hall, a fastory former YMCA that currently houseset
University’'s religious and community service offices; the sesteny Lewisohn Hall, which
contains the School of Continuing Education and the School of General Sthdiesghistory
Dodge Hall, which contains the Music department, Music Library, Seitbol of the Arts, as
well as Miller Theatrethe ninestory Pulitzer Hall (also known as Journalism Hall), which
houses the Graduate School of Journalism and the Journalism Library; anestbeyJAurnald
Hall, which is a residential dormitory buildjrfor undergraduate students.

Teachers College, Columbia University’'s Graduate School of Education, isdocate
northeast of th€rojectSite, on the block bounded by West I*&treet to the north, Amsterdam
Avenue to the east, West 128treet to the south, and Broadway to the west. The portion of the
Teachers College campus located within the study area includes Horace Manwhitll
contains an auditorium, administrative offices, and other academic space; Thompsamieial
housesadministrative offices, a gymnasium, and a swimming pool; and Thorndike Hall, which
contains administrative offices.

Directly north of the Project Site across West"™ ®reet is the campus tlie Union
Theological Seminaryg Christian seminary affili@d with Columbia University, which occupies
the superblock bounded by West 1%3treet to the north, Broadway to the east, West"120
Street to the south, and Claremont Avenue to the west. A substantial portion of thargemi
campus, which largely coisss of a single building containing academic and religious spaces, is
located within the study aredhe Seminary also occupies a building on the northwest corner of
the superblockmmediately to the west, which ounded by West 132 Street to the noin,
Claremont Avenue to the east, West " Breet to the south, and Riverside Drive to the west
The remainder of that superblock is occupied by Riverside Church, an interdenominational
church whose facilities include educational and recreational spaegldition to the worship
space.

Additional institutional uses in the study area include the Interchurch Cerit@stary
office building that houses a variety of falthsed and neprofit organizationswhich islocated
directly west of the Projectit® on the block bounded by West {2Gtreet to the north,
Claremont Avenue to the east, West "l Bireet to the south, and Riverside Drive to the west
Columbia’sfive-story Casa Hispanicayhich houses the University’s Spanish and Portuguese
departments, is located at 612 West" Sdreet; the 1@tory Watson Hall, which houses the
University’'s Information Technology department and the School of the Atscated at 612
West 118 Street and the fivestory Kraft Center, which houses the ol@mbia
University/Barnard College Hillel and Jewish life resources, is ¢atat 606 West 115Street
In addition, the StHilda’s and St. Hugh’s School, an independent Episcopalian elementary and
middle school, is located at 619 West I Btreet, ad hasan additional entrance on West 115
Street and the Korean Methodist Church and Institute is located at 633 W&sSit&bt

The majority of the remainder of the study area consists of residesgmlDirectly west
of the Project Site acrossatémont Avenue, on the superblock bounded by Wedt $tr@et to
the north, Claremont Avenue to the east, West"3téeet to the south, and Riverside Drive to
the west, is a series of mido highrise buildings, almost all of which are controlled by
Cdumbia University and serve as residential dormitories for students. Bh&rvetures on that
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superblock not controlled by Columblaniversity—468 and 440 Riverside Driveare both
high-rise residential buildings In addition, there are several midnd high-rise residential
buildings located along West 1 5treet, West 116Street, and Riverside Drive.

Commercial uses within the study area are limited to grdlmed neighborhoodretail
stores located withithe C1-4 overlay districtdocatedalong he west side of Broadway between
West 114 Street and West 1165treet.

Open spaces within the study area largely consist of the Columbia Univansity
Barnard College campuses, which contain substantial amounts of landscapedosithu,
seating areas, and open lawns suitable for light recreation activities.

DevelopmentSte Zoning and Public Policy.As shown inFigure 2-2, the Development
Site islocated within a R8 General Residence Distiacicording to th&oning Resolution of the
City of New York R8 districts are mapped in builip, high-density areashat are well served
by mass transit; building typologies within R8 districts can rdng® mid-rise, eight to ten
story buildings to largescale, higkrise buildings with greater setbacks from the strdilk is
regulated by either height factor or Quality Housing regulations. Heighbrfaegulations
produce small multifamily buildings on small zoning lots, and tall buildings set fioack the
street on larger lots. Quality Housing regulations produce high lot coveragengsilvithin
height limts that reflect the scale of the buildings in the surrounding neighborhood. The
allowabk floor area ratio (“FAR”) in R&8listricts using height factor regulatiorranges from
0.94 to 6.0Zor residential uses, and is @& community facility uses (se€able 2-1); using
Quality Housing regulations, the maximum FAR for residential uses is 7.2 on astnegé or
6.02 on a narrow street, while the maximum for community facility uses is 6.5.

Table 2-1. Zoning Districts in the Study Area

Zoning District Maximum FAR® Uses/Zone Type

R8 0.94t0 6.02residentialusing height factor General residence districthigherdensity
regulations housing

7.2 residential using Quality Housing regulatfons
6.5 community facility

Cl4 2.0 commercial withifR8 district Commercial overlay for local retail within
residence district

Notes:

! FAR is a measure of density establishing the amount of @faweint allowed in proportion to the base lot aréar
example, a lot of 10,000 square feet with a FAR of 1 has anaddlevbuilding area of 10,000 square feet. The sam
with an FAR of 10 has an allowable building area of 1008fGare feet.

2 Under Quality Housing Progran¥.2 FAR on wide strestoutside of Manhattan Co@02FAR on wide streets withi
the Manhattan Core, aiid0O2FAR on narrow streets.

Source: New York City Zoning Resolution.

! hitp:/iwww.nyc.gov/html/dcp/html/subcats/zoning.shtml
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Project Site and Study Area Zoning and Public Policy

Zoning. The RB residential district that isnapped on the Development Site is also
mapped throughout the study arédhere areC1-4 Commercial Overlay Distristmappedlong
the west side of Broadway between West"L$#reet and West 116Street C1-4 commercial
overlays are mapped in residence districts along streets that serve local retailAeéie A-4
district is mapped over a RiBstrict, the maximum commercial FAR is 2.0.

StateSmart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy AcNew York State enacted tlgtate
Smart Growth Public Infrstructure Policy Ac{*SSGPIPA”) in 2010, intended to minimize the
unnecesary cost of sprawl development facilitated by the funding or development of new or
expanded transportation, sewer and waste water treatment, water, educatiog, ficdiother
pulicly supported infrastructure inconsistent with smart growth publi@stfucture criteria.
This law requires state infrastructure agencsegh as DASNYt{o ensure public infrastructure
projects undergo a consistency evaluation and attestation uUm@ngjOt smart growth criteria
established by the legislation:

e To advance projects for the use, maintenance or improvement of existing infuastruct
e To advance projects located in municipal centers;

e To advance projects in developed areas or areas designated for concentrated infill
development in a municipalgpproved comprehensive land use plan, local waterfront
revitalization plan and/or brownfield opportunity area plan;

e To protect, preserve and enhance the state’s resources, including agricaltdral |
forests, surface and groundwater, air quality, recreation and open space, rezniarad
significant historic and archaeological resources;

e To foster mixed land uses and compact development, downtown revitalization,
brownfield redevelopment, the enhancement of beauty in public spaces, divedsity a
affordability of housing in proximity to places of employment recreadioth commercial
development and the integration of all income and age groups;

e To provide mobility through transportation choices including improved public
transportation and reduced automobile dependency;

e To coordinate between state and local government and intermunicipal and regional
planning;

e To participate in communitpased planning and collaboration;
e To ensure predictability in building and land use codes; and

e To promote sustainability by strengthening existing and creating new eoities which
reduce greenhouse gas emissions and do not compromise the needs of future generations,
by among other means encouraging brbasged publicrivolvement in developing and
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implementing a community plan and ensuring the governance structure is adequat
sustain its implementation.

Most state agencies and authorities, including DASNY, are subject to SSGPIEA w
they consider whether to undertake, approve, support or finance the construction or
reconstruction of new or expanded public infrastructuro the extent practicable, projects
must align with the 10 smart growth criteria. If the project does not meetlévamt criteria or
“compliarce is considered to be impracticable”, a statement of justification of such
noncompliance should be prepared by the state agency or authority.

The Future Without the Proposed Project

This section describes conditions that are expected to exist ¥ H&build year for the
Proposed Project, assuming that the project is not built.

Land Use. In the future without the Proposed Project, the Development Site would
remain unchangedlhe Lehman Building would continue to house the Wollman Library and the
other academic uses currently operatifdnereis one other planned developmenpected to be
completed in the study area by the 2@l8ld year the construction of a new facility by the
Korean Methodist Church on the same site as their existing building. That project woadtti not
any new residents or commercial uses to the study area.

Zoning and Public Policy. No changes in zoning or public policy are currently planned
for the Development Site or within the study area. Therefore, it is edptwe he existing
zoning districts would remain in placeThe Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act
would continue to influence development.

The Future With the Proposed Project

Land Use. The Proposed Project would result in the demolition of theiegigtstory,
65,000¢gsf Lehman Hall and the construction of a new, approximately 138&f0taching and
Learning Center.The new11-story building would occupy the footprint tife existing.ehman
Hall, as well as extend northward and southward to tieuaidjacenAltschul Hall and Barnard
Hall, respectively The building would consist of a five&ory podium on the southern side,
adjacent to Barnard Hall, and an-dtbry toweron the northern side.As in the existing
condition, the building’s frontagento the Barnard College campus would abut walking paths
and landscaped open spaddnlike the existing Lehman Hallh¢ side of theCenterfronting
onto Claremont Avenue would have entrances and eits$ fultheight windows, thus
enlivening the streetscape

As described in Chapter 1, “Project Descriptiomg Centewould include common and
informal study areas, teaching and learning space, a conference area, spheehistory,

2 https://www.dot.ny.gov/programs/smaafanning/news
3 http://lawoftheland.wordpress.com/2010/10/25émactssmartgrowth-public-infrastructurepolicy-act/
4 http://blog.sprlaw.com/2010/09/smaytowth-public-infrastructurepolicy-act takeseffecton-septembe29-2010/
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political scienceeconomics and urban studies departments, a modern new library, archival and
media collections, with café facilities. The Proposed Project would provide $mpaéey
programs such as the Barnard Center for Research on Women and the Athena dCenter f
Leadership Studies, as well as two new centers: iLAB (Institute for Innovatiorberdli Arts)

and CSC (Computational Science Center). No increase in Barnard’s population voouldsoa

result of the Proposed Project; instead, the Proposed Project would provide Barhardheuit,
stateof-the-art facility which would provide a new libraryndividual and group study space
access to resources and help for students and faculty, and ishpomference spacencluding
flexible meeting spaces and smalkeeakout rooms.

In addition, portions of Barnard Hall, particularly the LeFrak Gymnasium, would be
renovated as part of the Proposed Project prior to the commencement of demolitiewand n
construction on the Development SifEhe swing space that woulek created by the renovation
would serve as replacement facilities for College activities duringdhstruction period of the
new Center Upon completion of the Teaching and Learning Center, the swing space would be
renovated to create a public assengpggace. The walls built for the swing space library would
be removed, and a new acoustic ceiling with new lighting would be installed, and dinel sec
floor rest rooms and meeting rooms would remain. The faculty offices would be gecedfio
house the Barnard College Information Technology department and additionalsacitive
functions.

The Proposed Project would result in the expansion of an existing institutional land use
on the Development Site. The new academic building would provide nditiador Barnard
College that would help alleviate existifagility shortages on other portions of the campus. As
no change in land use is proposed, activity on the Development Site would continue to be
compatible with the other land uses found in the study area. In addition, the inecrease i
development on the Development Site is not likely to change development trends inghe larg
study area or introduce new development projects that would not occur absent the Proposed
Project. In fact, the newenterwould be more similar in scale teewer buildings on the
Columbia University campus, across the street from Barnard.

Based on the above information, the Proposed Project would not result in any significant
adverse land use impacts.

Zoning. The Proposed Project would conform with all bulk and use requirements within
the R8 zoning district. The proposed use is permitteaf-aight, and the total square footage of
the proposed Teaching and Learning Center would still be below the maximuraldddwAR
for the Development SiteBased on 6.5 FAR for community facilities in R8 distriatsl alot
area of 189,466 square feet, the maximum potential development oRrdfext Site is
approximatelyl,231,529zoning square fegptaccounting for the floor area of existing campus
buildings as indicated on receNew York City Department of Buildingdilings, while the
Proposed Project would increase zoning floor area on the Development Site, the FAR on the
Project Site would still be within the allowable FA®&t such uses.

Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse inmgracts
zoning.
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Public Policy

State Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy ActThe Proposed Project would be
consistent with the 201&SGPIPAand would generally support the smart growth criteria
established by the legislation. The compatibility of thepBsed Project with the ten criteria of
the SSGPIPA is detailed below.

e To advance projects for the use, maintenance or improvement of existing
infrastructure. The Proposed Project, which would result in the development of a new
building to replace the &ting academic facility, would connect to the water supply,
sewer, and energy infrastructure on the Project Site superblock. Relative xistimg e
facility, the new building’s demands on the New York City water supply, seancs,
energy infrastructw would be negligible. Moreover, the new building’s design would
adhere to the guidelines for LEED Silver certification, which include bestigea for
sustainable resource consumption and management. Therefore, the Proposed Project
would be supportive of this criterion.

e To advance projects located in municipal center8s the Development Site is located
within the existing campus @arnardCollege,on the Upper West Side of Manhattan in
New York City, the Proposed Project would be supportive ofctiitisrion.

e To advance projects in developed areas or areas designated for concentrated infill
development in a municipalbapproved comprehensive land use plan, local waterfront
revitalization plan and/or brownfield opportunity area plan.The Proposed Piect
would add mucineeded facilities land within an existindevelopedcollege campus,
supportingconcentrated infill developmentAs a resultthe Proposed Project would be
supportive of this criterion.

e To protect, preserve and enhance the statedsources, including agricultural land,
forests, surface and groundwater, air quality, recreation and open space, scenic,areas
and significant historic and archaeological resources As shown in Chapters 4,
“Historic andCultural Resources,” Chapter 6, “Air Quality,” and Chapter 8, “Additional
Technical Information,”the Proposed Project would not have any significant adverse
impacts on the state’s resources, including agricultural land, forests, suaface
groundwater, air quality, recreation and opeacsp scenic areas, and significant historic
and archaeological resource3 herefore, the Proposed Project would be supportive of
this criterion.

e To foster mixed land uses and compact development, downtown revitalization
brownfield redevelopment, the enhaement of beauty in public spaces, diversity and
affordability of housing in proximity to places of employment recreation and
commercial development and the integration of all income and age groug$e
Proposed Project would foster compact developmentcdnstructing facilities on
currentlyoccupied land within an existing college campus. The Proposed Project would
also preserve the open space currently on the Barnard College campus, as well as
beautify its surrounding area. Therefore, the Proposed Project would be supportive of
this criterion.
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e To provide mobility through transportation choices including improved public
transportation and reduced automobile dependendyhe Project Site is well served by
public transportation. The Metropolitan Transportation AuthofityNYC Transit
(“MTA-NYCT") No. 1 subway line stops at the f16treet station, located directly
adjacent to the College; in addition, tMeTA-NYCT M4, M60, and M104 bus lines,
which provide service along Broadway, and the M5 bus line, which provides service
along Riverside Drive, are in close proximity to the College. Columbia Uitiwelso
provides an Intercampus Shuttle service, which is free to Columbia anddsatudents,
faculty, and staff, and operates on weekdafkhough theProposed Project would not
provide any new transportation options, it would be supportive of this criterion.

e To coordinate between state and local government and intermunicipal and redion
planning. The planning for, and approval of, the Proposed Projemuld require
coordination between multiple City and State agencies. DASNY, acting as kEacyag
is conducting a coordinated review of the Proposed Project in accordance with Ne
York's State Environmental Quality Review AtSEQRA). The Proposed Project is
also being reviewed in conformance with New YorkState Historic Preservation Act of
1980 (“SHPA"), specifically theamplementing regulations of Section 14.09 of Beeks,
Recreation and Historic Preservation Law (“PRHPL3s well as with the requirements
of the Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”), dated March 18, 1998, between the
Dormitory Authority State of New York (“DASNY”) and thidew York State Office of
Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (“OPRH®)her nvolved and interested
partiesinclude, but are not limited to, the NYC Landmarks Preservation Commission,
ManhattanCommunity Boardd and elected officials. Therefore, the Proposed Project
would be supportive of this criterion.

e To participate in communif-based planning and collaboration.In accordance with
SEQRAandCEQRguidelines, the EAF will be made available for public comment, and
the Proposed Project will be presented to Manhattan Community Bodiae®efore, the
Proposed Project would be supipee of this criterion.

e To ensure predictability in building and land use codesAs described above, the
Proposed Project conforms with the Réing district regulations, and would not result
in any significant adverse impacts on land use, zoning, lolicppolicy. As described
above, the proposed use is permitteebfagght, and the total square footage of the
proposedTeachingand Learning Center would still be below the maximum allowable
FAR for theProjectSite. In addition, the Proposed Project would result in the expansion
of an existing institutional land use on the Development Site that would provide new
library and academic facilities for Barnard College to continue to provide-Highp
education to its students. As no change in land use is proposed, activity on the
Development Site would continue to be compatible with the other land uses found in the
study area. For all of these reasons, the Proposed Project would be supportive of this
criterion.

e To promote sustainability by strengtheningxisting and creating new communities
which reduce greenhouse gas emissions and do not compromise the needsuad fut
generations, by among other means encouraging brdedged public involvement in
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developing and implementing a community plan and ensuritige governance
structure is adequate to sustain its implementatiofhe Proposed Project would seek
LEED Silver certification. In addition, as described above, it would encourage public
involvement through the public comment process and through ongpiridic
consultations in accordance wiBEQRAand CEQRguidelines. For these reasons, the
Proposed Project would be supportive of this criterion.

Overall, no significant adverse impacts on land use, zoning, or public policy are
anticipated as a result tife Proposed Project.
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CHAPTER 3. SHADOWS

Introduction

This chapter examines whether the proposed Teaching and Learning Centeicasiul
new shadows on any nearby publielgcessible sunligkgensitive resources ofoncern
According to theCity Environmental Quality Review CEQR') Technical Manual sunlight
sensitive resources of concern include public open space, stodijglihdent features of historic
architectural resources, and natural resources that depesuahlayht.

Definitions and Methodology

This analysis has been prepared in accordance with New York City Environmental
Quality Review {CEQR’) procedures and follows the guidelines of the 2CEQR Technical
Manual.

Definitions. Incremental shadow is thaditional, or new, shadow that a structure
resulting from a proposed project would cast on a sundighsitive resource.

Sunlightsensitive resources are those resources that depend on sunlight or for which
direct sunlight is necessary to maintain the resource’s usability or atahateintegrity Such
resources generally include:

e Public open spacée.g. parks, beaches, playgrounds, plazas, schoolyards, greenways,
landscaped medians with seatinddlanted areas within unused portions of roadbeds that
are part of the Greenstreets program are also considered sselgitive resources.

e Features of architectural resources that depend on sunlight for their enjoyment by the
public. Only the sunlighisensitive features need be considered, as opposed eatiree
resource Such sunlight-sensitive features might inctudesign elements that depend on
the contrast between light and dark (ergcessed balconies, arcades, deep window
reveals); elaborate, highly carved ornamentation; stained glass windastsrich
landscapes and scenic landmarks; and features for which the effect of ainegtitss
described as playing a significant role in the structure’s importance as achisto
landmark.

e Natural resourcesvhere the introduction of shadows could alter the resource’s condition
or microclimate Such resources could include surface water bodies, wetlands, or
designated resources such as coastal fish and wildlife habitats.

Non-sunlight-sensitive resources include, for the purposes of CEQR:

e City streets andidewalkgexcept Greenstreets);

e Private open spacée.g. front and back yards, stoops, vacant lots, and any private, non
publicly-accessible open space);
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e Projectgenerated open spaa@nnot experience a significant adverse shadow impact
from the project, according to CEQR, because without the project the open space would
not exist. However, if the condition of projegnerated open space is included in the
gualitative analysis presented in the Open Space chapter of the EIS, aidsofisiow
shadowswould affect the new space may be warranted.

A significant adverse shadow impact occurs when the incremental shadow added by a
proposed project falls on a sunligdgnsitive resource and substantially reduces or completely
eliminates direct sunlight, theloy significantly altering the public’s use of the resource or
threatening the viability of vegetation or other resourdéach case must be considered on its
own merits based on the extent and duration of new shadow and an analysis of the resource’s
sendivity to reduced sunlight.

Methodology Following the guidelines of the 201Zity Environmental Quality Review
(CEQR) Technical Manuala preliminary screening assessment must first be conducted to
ascertain whether a project’'s shadow could reach amigbttsensitive resources at any time of
year The preliminary screening assessment consists of three tiers of andlysisfirst tier
determines a simple radius around the proposed building representing the longest Baadow t
could be castlf thereare sunlighisensitive resources within this radius, the analysis proceeds to
the second tier, which reduces the area that could be affected by project shadmeuoyirsg
for the fact that shadows can never be cast between a certain range of anigles tbeuproject
site due to the path of the sun through the sky at the latitude of New York City.

If the second tier of analysis does not eliminate the possibility of nedowsisaon
sunlightsensitive resources, a third tier of screening analysis furtifiees the area that could
be reached by project shadow by looking at specific representative dayshirsesson and
determining the maximum extent of shadow over the course of each represatagti

If the third tier of analysis does not elimingite possibility of new shadows on sunlight
sensitive resources, a detailed shadow analysis is required to detemrxéetit and duration of
the incremental shadow resulting from the project. The detailed analpsisigy the data
needed to assess thleadow impacts. The effects of the new shadows on the susdigbitive
resources are described, and their degree of significance is consid&hedresults of the
analysis and assessment are documented with graphics, a table of increhesiual durabns,
and narrative text.

Preliminary Screening Assessment

A base map was developed using Geographic Information Syst&i®)( showing the
location of the proposed project and the surrounding street layoutF{geee 3-1). In

! Software Esri ArcGIS 10.2; DataNew York City Department of Information Technology afelecommunications
(DolITT) and other City agencies, and AKRF site visits.
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coordination with thdand use and historic resource assessments presented in other chapters of
this EAF, potential sunlight-sensitive resources were identified and shown oaghe m

Tier 1 Screening Assessmenfor the Tier 1 assessment, the longest shadow that the
proposd structure could cast is calculated, and, using this length as the ragersmater is
drawn around the project siténything outside this perimeter representing the longest possible
shadow could never be affected by project generated shadow, wiyiking inside the
perimeter needs additional assessment.

According to theCEQR Technical Manuathe longest shadow that a structure can cast at
the latitude of New York City occurs on December 21, the winter solstice, at thefstae
analysis day &:51 AM, and is equal to 4.3 times the height of the structure.

Therefore, at a maximum height of 189.25 feet above curb level, including rooftop
parapet and mechanical space, the proposed Teaching and Learning Center couldadast a s
up to 814 feet in length (189.25 x 4.3). Using this length as the radius, a perimeter was drawn
around the project site (ségégure 3-1). Since a number of publiclgccessible susensitive
resources lay within the perimeter or longest shadow study area, theiemeat $creening
assessment was conducted.

Tier 2 Screening AssessmenBecause of the path that the sun travels across the sky in
the northern hemisphere, no shadow can be cast in a triangular area south of any gieen proj
site In New York City this area lies betweeh08 and +108 degrees from true norffigure
3-lillustrates this triangular area south of the project sitbe complementing area to the north
within the longest shadow study area represents the remaining area that deulialpo
experieice new project generated shadow.

As shown inFigure 3-1, portions of three publickaccessible open space resources are
located in the remaining longest shadow study area. In addition, three historicessiat
have publiclyaccessible sunligkgensiive features are located in the remaining longest shadow
study area Riverside Church, the James Memorial Chapel of the Union Theological Seminary
complex, and Corpus Christi Catholic Churcfherefore, the next tier of assessment was
conducted.

Tier 3 Screening Assessmenthe direction and length of shadows vary throughout the
course of the day and also differ depending on the se&samder to determine whether project

2 The Union Theological Seminary compleXised on the New York State and National Registers of Historic Places;
in addition, the Brown Memorial Tower and James Memoral TowerCGlrapel portions of the complex are a
designated New York City Landmarkhe staineehlass windows of the James Memorial Chapel and Tower and
the Brown Memorial Tower are sunligdependent features of the resourelwever, based on research and a site
visit on March 4, 2015, only the James Memorial Chapel is accessible palilie, while the two towers are not
Also, the Columbia University campus is generally publatgessible as an open spakhe portion of the campus
bounded by Broadway on theest, Amsterdam Avenue on the east, Westti Btreet on the south, and an
irregular line that includes Schermerhorn Hall, the steps of Uris Hall, andnttégyer Hall on the nortlvas
determined S/NRligible as a historic distriobn May 9, 1980 by the NeWork State Committee on the Registers.
However, the procedures for listing on the NR were being changed at the time and ntial ghstrict has not
been listed
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generated shadow could fall on a sunliglnsitive resource, thremensional (“3D) computer
modeling softwarg is used in the Tier 3 assessment to calculate and display the proposed
project's shadows on individual representative days of the year. A computer model was
developed containing threBmensional representations of tllements in the base map used in
the preceding assessments, the topographic information of the study area, asdnabile
worstcase threglimensional representation of the proposed project.

Representative Days for AnalysisFollowing the guidance of éhCEQR Technical
Manual shadows on the summer solstice (June 21), winter solstice (December 21) agd spri
and fall equinoxes (March 21 and September 21, which are approximately the samesioft
shadow patterns) are modeled, to represent the range of shadows over the courserof Aime yea
additional representative day during the growing season is also modeled, lgetheralay
halfway between the summer solstice and the equinoxes, i.e. May 6 or August 6, which have
approximately the same shadow patterns.

Timeframe Window of Analysis The shadow assessment considers shadows occurring
between one and a half hours after sunrise and one and a half hours before Autissts
earlier or later than this timeframe window of analysis, the sun is down near thenhanid the
sun’s rays reach the Earth at very tangential angles, diminishing the amoalar &rergy and
producing shadows that are very long, move fast, and generally blend with shadows from
existing structures until the sun reaches the horizon and sets. Consequently, shadiouwg occ
outside the timeframe window of analysis are not considered significant under, GR@QEeir
assessment is not required.

Tier 3 Screening Assessment ResultBigure 3-2 illustrates the range of shadows that
would occur, in the absence of intervening buildings, from the proposed Teaching andd-earni
Center on the four representative days for analysis. As they move easbckvdse over the
landscape, the shadows akl®wn occurring approximately every 60 minutes from the start of
the analysis day (one and a half hours after sunrise) to the end of thésashayy®@ne and a half
hours before sunset).

The assessment showed that the proposed building’s shadow would be long enough to
reach Riverside Park in the morning on all four analysis days, a section of the Bydddiis
around West 119Street in the afternoon of the spring, summer and fall, and the northwest area
of the Columbia University campus in the springnswer and fall as wellNo other open spaces
or historic resources could be affected by preggsterated shadow.

Due to the highly variable topography, the project’s shadow would also be long enough
to reach onto the Hudson River, a sunligbhsitive natural resource, briefly at the start of the
winter analysis day.

A detailed analysis was required to determine the extent and duratiow shadows on
Riverside Park, the Broadway Malls, the Columbia University campus, and the Hudson Rive
accounting for intervening buildings and existing shadows.

3 MicroStation V8i (SELECTSeries 3)
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Detailled Shadow Analysis

For the detailed analysis, a No Action condition is established, containingngxisti
buildings and any future developments planned in the area, to model the baseline sidmows.
future condition with the proposed project and its shadows can then be compared to the baseline
condition to determine the incremental shadows that would result with the proposed project

Threedimensional representations of the existing buildings in the studs were
developed using data obtained froine New York City Department of Information Technology
and Telecommunication(8DolTT”) and photos taken during project site visits, and were added
to the three-dimensional model used in the Tier 3 assessment.

Shadows are in constant movement. The computer simulation software produces an
animation showing the movement of shadows over the course of each analysis Féreod.
analysis determines the time when incremental shadow would enter each remuitbetime
it would exit.

Shadow analyses were performed for each of the representative days and anabgss peri
indicated in the Tier 3 assessment.

Table 3-1 summarizes the entry and exit times and total duration of incremental shadows
on each affected stsensitive resource.Figure 3-3 documents the results of the analysis by
providing graphic representations from the computer animation of times whemamnted
shadow would fall on a sesensitive resource The figures illustrate the extent of additional,
incremental shadow at that moment in time, highlighted in red, and also showgesisidow
and remaining areas of sunlight.

Table 7-3. Incremental Shadow Durations

December 21
8:51a.m-2:53p.m.

March 21/ Sept. 21
7:36a.m-4:29p.m.

May 6 / August6
6:27a.m-5:18p.m.

June 21
5:57a.m-6:01p.m.

Hudson River

8:51a.m-8:58a.m.
Total: 7 min

Riverside Park

8:51a.m-10:05a.m.
Total: 1 hr 14min

Broadway Malls

3:35p.m—4:29p.m.
Total: 54 min

3:45p.m-5:18p.m.
Total: 1 hr33 min

4:00p.m~6:00p.m.
Total: 2 hr

Notes:

Table indicates entry and exit times and total duration of incremental shadeacfosunlightensitive resource.
Daylight saving time is not used- times are Eastern Standard Time, BBQR Technicallanualguidelines.
However,asEastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/September, May/Auan June analysis perig@dsid
one hour to the given times to determine the actual clock time.

The detailed analysis showed that on December 21, shadow would fall on the Hudson
River for the initial 7 minutes of the analysis dajhis minimal duration of new shadow would
not impact the river.
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Incremental shadow would fall onto portions of Riverside Park for the first hour and 15
minutes of the argsis day The winter months are not within New York City’s growing season,
and the new shadow would therefore not affect the vegetation. During the hour and 15 minute
duration of new shadow, adjacent areas of Riverside Park would remain in sun faeany u
braving the winter morning weather and seeking sun, and the impact would therefore not be
significant for recreational use.

During the spring, summer and fall analysis periods, the intervening buildiestsof
Claremont Avenue would prevent increnantprojectgenerated shadow from reaching
Riverside Park.

Similarly, in the late afternoons, when projgeinerated shadow could otherwise fall
onto a portion of Columbia University’s campus, the intervening campus buildingstaéagst
side of Broadwalready cast shadows on those areas, and no incremental shadow would occur
in any season.

Shadow would fall on a small section of one of the Broadway Malls adjacékiest
119" Street in the afternoon of the spring, summer and fall seasons, ranging fraximppely
one to two hours in duration. This relatively brief period of new shadow would not significantl
impact the vegetation of the Malls, due to the amount of surdigditable to the resource in the
remainder of the day In addition, the projeagenerated shadows would not be anticipated to
adversely affect the usability of the Malls, given that they are usedas@isual resource than
an open space resourcén any case, the incremental shadow would mostly not fall on the
benches at the intersection of Broadway and West St&et, and during the periods when it
would, other nearby benches within sight would remain in sun for users seeking suinij. seat
Therefore the new shadow would not significantly impact the Malls.
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CHAPTER 4. HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURC ES

Introduction

This section assesst® potential of théroposed mject to affect historic and cultural
resources The Proposed Project is being reviewed in conformance witiNéle YorkState
Historic Preservation Act of 1980 (“SHPA”)specifically theimplementing regulations of
Section 14.09 of th@arks, Recreation and Historic Preservation Law (“PRHPL&A} well &
with the requirements of the Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”), dated March 18, 1998,
between the Dormitory Authority State of New York (“DASNYand theNew York State
Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (‘OPRHP”)

TheDevelopment Be is locatedn a portion oManhattan TaBlock 1989, Lot 1 onhte
campus of Barnard College in Morningside Heights, Manhattatiowing the guidelines of the
2014City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Mantled historic resources study
area for this project is defined as being within an approximatelyfafiOradius of the project
site (seeFigure 4-1). Within the study area, architectural resources that were analyzed include
properties listed on the State or National RegisteHistoric Places “S/NR’) or properties
determined eligible for such listing §/NR-eligible’), New York City Landmarks“NYCLS")
and Historic Districts, properties determined eligible for landmark statdsNational Historic
Landmarks (NHLs”). Additionally, a survey was conducted to identify any previously
undesignated properties in the study area that were then evaluated foiotaeirap S/NR or
NYCL eligibility.

For archaeological resources, the study area is the DevelopmenwBith would
requre excavation for the construction of theaching and Learning CenteDASNY has
submitted the Proposed Project to Mew York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic
Preservation “OPRHP) for review. If OPRHP determines the eDelopmentSite to be
potentially sensitive for archaeological resources, then a Phase 1A DocymRetaarch
Report will be prepared.

In general, potential impacts to architectural resources can include beth mhiysical
effects (e.g., demolition, alteration, or damdigen construction on nearby sites) and indirect,
contextual effects, such as the isolation of a property from its surrounding envirpomtre
introduction of visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that are out of charébtarmoperty
or that aler its setting The study area for architectural resources is, therefore, larger to account
for any potential impacts that may occur where proposed construction activitidpbgsically
alter architectural resources or be close enough to them to potentially casmalpigmage or
visual or contextual impacts.

The Proposed Project is not expected to have significant adverse impacts on
archaeological and architectural resourcédthough the context of therchitectural resources
on the Developmentit® and Project Site and in the study area would be somewhat altered by the
addtion of a new building to the &elopmentSite, the proposed building would contribute to
the eclectic collection of building styles, ages, and materials found in th& @rthe
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Morningside Heights neighborhood. The proposed building would be of comparable height or
shorter than a number of buildings in the study area as well as BarnargsicaCladding
materials wouldbe chosen teomplement the nearby historic buildinggiile emphasizing the
differences between the historic buildings and the modern design of the proposedy.buildin
These differences would highlight the unique qualities of both the architecturalcesauthe
surrounding area and the modern design of the proposed building.

The Development Be is located within 90 feet darnardHall (S/NR-eligible), which
could potentially be adversely affected by grodmodne constructioperiod vibrations or other
unanticipated potential constructioelated impast Therefore, to avoid potential adverse
physical impacts on this building, the Proposed Project would develop and implement a
construction protection plan@PP) in consultation with OPRHP.

Existing Conditions

Development Site The Development Site is located on the western portion of the
Barnard College campus superblock (Block 1989, Lot 1) and is currently occupiedhtmarie
Hall (see View 1 ofFigure 4-2). Lehman Hallwas designed by O’Connor & Kilham and built
in 1959, one of the first buildings added to Barnard’s campus since T®26ibrary/classroom
building’s design marks a distinct break in architectural style from the csnmarlier,
classicallydesigned buildings. Because of the topography of this area of Manhigan,
building’'s western, Claremont Avenue facade rises five stories and itsnetestade, at the
campus level, rises three storie§he east facade is characterized by a tkteey, glass
enclosed space that cantilevers over a columned arcade amedsiriaan irregularly gridded
concretebrise soleit. Lehman Hall was previously determined by OPRHP to be not eligible for
listing on the Registers.

As described above, DASNY has submitted the Proposed Project to OPRHP for review
If OPRHP determines & Development Site to be potentially sensitive for archaeological
resources, then a Phase 1A Documentary Research Report will be prepared.

Project Site andStudy Area The Barnard College campus main campudounded by
Claremont Avenue, Broadway, and West".26d 128 Streets— composes the Project Site

Directly south of the Developmenit&on Barnard’s campus the 4story Barnard Hall
(S/NR), which contains a wide variety of student resources and academic facilitiesl] as &
swimming pool, track, and gymnasiusee View 2 ofigure 4-2). Barnard Hall, built in 1916,
was the first major expansion of Barnard College’s academic facilifiesviog the completion
of the original Milbank Hall complex in 1898 As defined in the Project Descripon, the
Proposed Project would also include the renovation of Barnard Hall's -§stODeFrak
Gymnasium to provide campus swing space for the temporary relocation of tleenacases
currently located in Lehman Hall during the construction of the new Teachindg.earding
Center. Upon completion of the Teaching and Learning Center, the swing space inttHedirs

! Brise sold is an architectural feature of a building which reduces heat gain within th@ingy deflecting sunlight
(e.g., asun baffle outside the windows or extending over the entire surface of a buifdireyie.
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of Barnard Hall Gymnasium would be renovated to create a public asserabb; sphe walls

built for the swing space library would be removed, and a new acoustic ceilingew lighting

would be installed, and the second floor rest rooms and meeting rooms would remain. The
faculty offices would be reconfigured to house the Barnard College Informatidmdiegy
department and additional administrative functions.

Milbank Hall (S/NR) is the original Barnard College building complex that comprises
Milbank Hall (1897), Brinkerhoff Hall (1898), and Fiske Hall (189'Nlilbank Hall, designed
by Lamb & Rich, is located at 66814 West 120 Street and occupies the block bounded by
Claremont Avenue, Broadway, and West Lhd West 12D Streets (West 119 Street is
closed to traffic) The three interconnected buildings are each four stories with a raisecebisem
that is faced in rusticated limestond&he upper floors are faced in red brick laid in Flemish
bond The detailing and trim are limestone and terra cotta on the first floor and wiatsl gla
terra cotta (imitation limestone) on the second through fourth flobne complex is kshaped
and set around central courtyard (see View 3fure 4-3).

Brooks Hall(S/NR) is located at the southern end of Barnard’s campus, along Wé&st 116
Street It was built in 19061908 and named after the first president of Barnard’s Board of
Truskees, the Reverend Arthur Brooks. The building is clad in red brick and featwstery 1
portico supported by lonic columns on the ground flafdts north facade (see View 4 Bigure
4-3). It was designed by Charles Rich.

Hewitt Hall (S/NR) built in 192425, abuts Brooks Hall on the west and fronts on
Claremont Avenuelt was designed by McKim Mead & WhitéAccording to Andrew Dolkart’s
Morningside Heights A History of its Architecture and Developmegbnstruction of the
dormitory was a concertegffort to increase the geographic diversity of students, a euphemism
for the admission of elite Protestant students from outside of New York City in gldoeal
students of Eastern European Jewish backgrodind building is clad in brick, limestonand
terra cotta and has Renaissamspired details (see View 5 bfgure 4-4).

Within the studyarea, there are an additional Rown architectural resources hese
arelisted inTable 4-1 and described below.

Pupin Hall/Pupin Physics Laborato(iWHL, S/NR), which was designed by McKim,
Mead & White and was built in 192827, is locatedacross Broadwayn the Columbia
University campus. The basement of thissi@y red brick building with limestone trim, a
copper cornice, and a centralbcated rodfop observatory is the site where, on January 25,
1939, the first uranium atom was split in the United States using a cyclotron magiseevent,
along with the splitting of a uranium atom in Denmark ten days earlier on January 15, 1939,
marked a turning point in world history and resulted in Federal support of atomic restatsh e
at Columbia that lead to the development of the “Manhattan District Projectharsibsequent
production of the atomic bomb.

The portion of the McKim Mead & Whitdesigne Columbia University campus
bounded by Broadway on the west, Amsterdam Avenue on the east, W8sStidet on the
south, and an irregular line that includes Schermerhorn Hall, the steps of Ukisahtil
Havemeyer Hall on the north has been determin®&R&ligible. This area was determined
eligible as a historic district on May 9, 19&¥ the New York State Committee on the Registers
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However, the procedures for listing on the NR were being changed at the tinte gradential
district has not beelisted The following buildings in the 46fbot study area were designed
and built as part of McKim, Mead & White’s 1894 master plan and 1926 expansion of the maste
plan and, except where noted otherwise, were determined eligible for desigmafparbf the

S/NR-eligible historic district described above.

Table 4-1. Architectural Resources Within the Project Site and Study Area

Ref. SINR- | SINR- NYCL -
No. Name Address NHL | listed | eligible| NYCL eligible
PROJECT SITE
Known Architectural Resources
1. |Barnard Hall BarnardCollege, 3005 Broadway X
2. | Millbank Hall Barnard College, 60814 West 120 Street X
3. | Brooks Hall Barnard College, 3009 Broadway X
4. | Hewitt Hall Barnard College, 3009 Broadway X
STUDY AREA
Known Architectural Resources
5. [Pupin Hall Columbia University, 538 West 19Gtreet X X
6. | Havemeyer Hall Columbia University, 3000 Broadway X
7. | Chandler Hall Columbia University, 3010 Broadway X
8. [ Mathematics Hall Columbia University, 2990 Broadway X
9. | Earl Hall Columbia University, 2980 Broadway X
10. | Lewisohn Hall Columbia University, 2970 Broadway X
11. | Dodge Hall Columbia University, 2960 Broadway X
12. | Journalism Hall Columbia University, 2950 Broadway X
13. | Furnald Hall Columbia University, 2940 Broadway X
14. |Low Library Columbia University X X X!
15. [116" StreetColumbia | 116" Street and Broadway X X?
University Subway
Station
16. [Casa Hispanica 612 West 118 Street X
17. | Alpha Club 434 RiversideDrive X
18. | Union Theological Block bounded by Broadway, Claremont X X3
Seminary Avenue, West 170and 122° Streets
19. | Teachers College Block bounded by Amsterdam Avenue, X X
Historic District Broadway, and West 19@nd 121 Streets
20. [Riverside Church 490498 Riverside Drive X X
21. |Riverside Park and X X
Drive
22. | Morningside Heights X4 X
Historic District
Notes:
SeeFigure 4-1 for reference.
INYCL (Interior and Exterior)
2NYCL Interior Landmark
3NYCL designatiorencompasses Brown Memorial Tower, James Tower, and James Memapal.Ch
“‘Determination made by LPC, in comment letter dated 2011%.
NHL: National Historic Landmark
SINR-listed Listed on the New York State and National Registers of Historic Places
S/NR-eligible: Determined eligible for listing on the New York State and NationaldRersi of Historic Places
NYCL: New York City Landmark

Havemeyer Hall(S/NR-eligible) is one of twelve classroom buildings designed by
McKim, Mead & White as part othe 1894 master planHavemeyer Hall was built in 1896



Dormitory Authority State of New York Chapter 4
Barnard College Teaching and Learning Center Page 485

1897 and has a central pavilion topped by a copper pediment and flanked by two slightly
projecting end pavilions. This fostory building has limestone trim and window surrounds that
contrast the building’s red brick fagcadélavemeyer Hall's western facade is along Broadway
and features a high granite basét the building’s rear (north) elevation is a projecting,
semicircular lecture hall.

Chandler Hall([S/NR-eligible), also designed byicKim, Mead & White, is an extension
to Havemeyer Hall that was built in 192928 The addition extends from Havemeyer’s
northwest, rear facade along Broadway and maintains Havemeyer Idetiimal design
aesthetic through the use of red brick and limestondidgtaThe addition has nine stories.

Mathematics Hall(S/NR-eligible), originally Engineering Hall, was also designed by
McKim Mead & White and built in 1894897. Like Havemeyer Hall and the other twelve
classroom buildings designed as part of thetengsan, Mathematics Hall is a featory red
brick building with limestone trim, window surrounds, and vertical elements and isccaym
copper hipped roof.

Earl Hall (S/NR-eligible), located west of Low Memorial Library on Columbia
University’s Mornngside Heights campus, was designed by McKim Mead & White and built in
1900-1902 This small, nedgseorgian red brick building, originally an assembly hall with
reading and meeting rooms, resembles a small centralized Italian Renaissancentthuitsh
long flight of entrance stairs, limestone portico, and shallow dome.

Lewisohn Hall (S/NR-eligible), located just south of Earl Hall along Broadway, was
designed by Arnold Brunner and built in 1904. The design for the building reflecteduts adat
one ofthe campus’s more modest structures, with campus facades that arafidttess heavily
detailed The Broadway elevation was designed with a high granite base, contributing to the
effect of a walled enclosureAs required by McKim Mead & White’'s mastplan, the building
uses the same dark red brick and white limestone found on other campus structures, but its
detailing is more sculptural, reflecting Brunner’s taste for FrereduRArts design.

Dodge Hall(S/NR), located at the northeast cornenvdést 118 Street and Broadway,
near one of the two main entrances to the campus, was designed by McKim Meade& NWVhit
was designed with a-&ory colonnade on second and third stories of its West Steet
elevation The building also has a monumental entrance portico facing north onto the campus.

Journalism Hall(S/NR-eligible), located directly south of Dodge Hall at the southeast
corner of West 116 Street and Broadway, was constructed in 19923 with funding from
Joseph Pulitzerlt was deggned by McKim Mead & White, and incorporated colonnades similar
to those employed at Dodge Hallhe attic level of the building was redesigned in the 1990s by
Pasanella + Klein Stolzman + Berg, with an addition of overscaled dorneis @t elevator
bulkhead.

Furnald Hall(S/NR-eligible), located just south of Journalism Hall and oriented with its
longer facades parallel to Broadway, was built in 19923 as Columbia’s third dormitorylt
was built in conjunction with the construction of Journalism Hall, thus saving money by guildin
the neighboring structures concurrentlywas designed by McKim Mead & White.
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Low Library (NHL, S/NR, NYCL-interior and exterior)centrally located on Columbia
University’s Morningside Heights campus just east of Baitl, was designed by McKim, Mead
& White and constructed from 1895 to 1897. Modeled on the Pantheon in Rome and designed in
the form of a Greek cross, Low Library was the first major building cartetiuafter Columbia’s
relocation uptown from East #9Street and Madison Avenue. The building, which was
constructed with Roman stone, is largely characterized by its lonicqgoshich consists of ten
fluted columns supporting a cornice and attic story. Above the central part of ttiedpuan
octagoml-shaped drum supports a round, low dome. TheGlassical structure was conceived
as the focal point of the new campus, both visually and academically; in additiorcémtitsl
location along the long axis of the campus, the Library is set backGamilege Walk by several
flights of steps, two landings, and a wide esplanade with landscaped areas.

The 116" StreetColumbia University Subway Stati®/NR-listed, NYClL-interior), at
the intersection of West 116Street and Broadway, is one of a number of landmarked subway
station interiors designed by the architecture firm of Heins & LaFargehe station interiors,
Heins & LaFarge were required to use white tile and Jagibred brick except where color was
introduced for effect Color was used fanosaic sign panels and tewatta and faience plaques,
which were provided by the Rookwood Pottery of Cincinnati and the Grueby Faience @ompan
of Boston. The plaques were designed with an attribute unique to each station. Fof'the 116
StreetColumba University station, the plaques incorporate the seal of Columbia University
The significant elements of the subway station interior are the mosaic szt diles, faience
plaques and moldings, brick wainscoting, and platform columns surfaced wagddlee The
station was recently restored.

612 West 118 Street (S/NR-eligible) was constructed in 1906 for the Delta Phi
fraternity. It is now the Casa Hispanica of Columbia University. Designed by Thomas Nash, the
5-story structure is clad in storend has classical details, including a colonnade of Doric
columns at the second storfhe mansard roof is covered with slate til@svo small porthole
windows at the fifth floor are surrounded by a copper wreath.

TheAlpha Club(S/NR)at 434 RiversideDrive was constructed in 1896 and designed by
the firm of Wood, Palmer and Hornbostdl.is now in residential useThe small 5story Beaux
Arts style building is clad in red brick with stone quoins. It has a hipped roof with eciaper
dormer windows. The building’s central bay of windows is surrounded with heavirgdca
stone ornament. The entrance to the building is on the side facade, with a brick and stone
enclosed entryway along Riverside Drive.

Union Theological Seminar(S/NR), a Protestanseminary founded in 1836, is located
on a full city block bounded by Broadway, Claremont Avenue, Wedt $a@et (a.k.a. Reinhold
Niebuhr Place), and West 1935treet The Gothic seminary quadrangle was designed by Allen
& Collens (19061907) The seninary encompasses Brown Memorial Tower at the northwest
corner of Broadway and West 12Gtreet The tower's base dates from 190810 and the
tower dates from 1927928. James Tower (1968910) and James Memorial Chapel (1908
1910) are located alorige seminary’s Claremont Avenue elevatidrhe seminary buildings are
faced in Manhattan schist that was quarried on the sitée buildings have limestone trim
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Brown Memorial Tower, the James Tower and James Memorial Chapetatgmsea New
York City Landmark.

Teachers Colleg€S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible) occupies a full block bounded by
Amsterdam Avenue, Broadway, and WestM20d 121 Streets It was the first educational
institution to move to Morningside Height3.he college progressiveljonstructed a campus on
the full block, commencing with the miglock construction of its original building- the Main
Hall in 1892 and followed by Macy Hall in 1894 designed in the HigWictorian Gothic style
by William A. Potter Whittier Hall was dsigned by Bruce Price in 1901, and was the first
dormitory built in Morningside Heightslt is an 11story red brick building set on a tvatory
limestone base, designed in the Tudor Gothic style. It is crowned by brick galdethea
structure is adorned with elaborate limestone ornament includingdeaites, quoins, turrets,
and finials. The library and other campus buildings on West' Blfeet are of a similar
architectural character, though built in the eattymidtwentiethcentury These suctures are
also faced in red brick, with gables, and also decorated with stone ornament. Tihenone
contributing building on the block is Thorndike Hall, an-stéry building faced in cast
stone/concrete Teachers College has been determined eligitelisting on the S/INR and
designation as a NYCL as an historic district.

Riverside Churci{S/NR,NYCL), located at 49@98 Riverside Drive, was designed by
Henry C. Pelton and Allen & Collens. It was constructed in 4328 Financed primarily by
John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Riverside Church is one of thekesin religious structures in New
York. Built during an era when most houses of worship were literally being overshadgwed b
corporate and residential skyscrapers, the-f882 tower has a strong gence on the Upper
West Side skyline The architects loosely based their design on Chartres Cathedral, employing
limestone curtain wall to disguise the steel frame that was used to speedatimmsand support
the immense weight of the #sll carillon.

Riverside Parkand Drive (S/NR, NYCL), which runs for nearly four miles along the
western edge of Manhattan through the study area, was initially ds¢abiis 1865 as a way of
increasing real estate values on the Upper West Sikerside Drive(NYCL) was originally
laid out in 1870 In 1873, the New York City Parks Department asked Frederick Law Olmstead
to draw up a formal plan for the park and drive. Olmsted’s concept was to treatkteng the
drive as a single design that would take advantage of the natural beauty of the sitarvifige ¢
drive was landscaped with trees, walkways, and viewing sites, and the hilksdtileglelown
toward the New York Central’s railroad tracks and the Hudson River was plaftedwide,
straight walkwag within the park (located on top of the railroad tracks) and the paths and
playgrounds alongside the river were not part of Olmsted’s design but were ldigl Glitton
Lloyd in 193437, at the time of the construction of the Henry Hudson Parkwapdlition to
these resources, the staff of the New York City Landmarks Preservatiomi€xon (LPC’)
has studied a possibMorningside Heights historic district The district does not have firm
boundaries; however, the area generally being considered for designation is bounded by
Broadway, Riverside Drive, West 11 Gtreet and Riverside ChurciThe potential district has
not been calendared for a public hearing nor heard by the Commsgibas been identified as
NYCL-eligible and S/NReligible by LPC
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The Future Without the Proposed Project

In the future without the Proposed Project, the Teaching and Learning Center would not
be constructed, and the renovation of portions of Barnard Hall to serve as swinglspage
project construction would notka place No excavation of the Development Site would occur.

There is one other planned development expected to be completed in the study area by
the 2018 build year the construction of a new facility by the Korean Methodist Church on the
same site atheir existing buildincat 633 West 115Street.

The status of historic resources could change in the future without the proposed project
S/NR-eligible historic resources could be listed on the Registers, NM(@lble properties could
be calendared faa designation hearing, and properties pending designation as New York City
Landmarks could be designatedt is possible that some historic resources in the study area
could deteriorate, while others could be restoréd addition, future projects couldffect the
settings of historic resources, or accidentally damage such resources througbntadja
construction.

The Future With the Proposed Project

Development Site The Development Site would require excavation for the proposed
building. As described above, DASNY is consulting with LPC and OPRHP for their
determinations of the potential archaeological sensitivity of the Developnitent ISLPC or
OPRHP determines the development parcel to be potentially sensitive for avgiasdol
resources, then Rhase 1A Documentary Research Report will be prepakedelevant, based
on the conclusions of the Phase 1A, and in consultation with OPRHP and LPC, a suitable
treatment plan would be devised for any areas of potential sensifiigy treatment plan odd
include construction monitoring or field testing, depending on the nature of the g@otenti
resources identified and the extent of construction that would take place in speaiicris.

In a letter dated March 6, 2018ee Appendix B), OPRHP notecath.ehman Hall is not
S/NR-eligible and that it would not object to the building’s demolition.

Project Site andStudy Area Barnard Hall is located within 90 feet of the Development
Site To avoid potential inadvertent constructi@ated impacts on this architectural resource,
including grouneborne vibration, falling debris, and accidental damage from heavy machinery, a
CPP would be developed in consultation with LPC and OPRHP and implemented by a
professional engineer prior to any demolition or ¢tautdion The CPP would follow the New
York City Department of Building§echnical Policy and Procedure NoticePPN’) #10/88
regarding procedures for the avoidance of damage to historic structuresgefsat adjacent
construction. The PPN defines gacent historic structures as being contiguous or within a lateral
distance of 90 feet from a lot under development or alteratibhe CPP would set forth
measures for the protection and avoidance of structural and architectural damabes for
resource.

OPRHP, in its letter of March 6, 2015, indicated that it is likely that the renovatitwe of
Barnard Hall gymnasiumncluding the building of a second floor within the gymnasiumuld
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constitute an adverse impact to this historic buildif@PRHP hagequested an alternatives
analysisthat could bring forth ways to minimize or remove harm to the chardeiamg
features of Brnard Hall. The alternatives analysis is being prepared by DASNY.

During preliminary project planning, Barnaadalyzedts library services andacademic,
faculty and staffrelocationneeds in an effort to determitiee type and amount of space that
would be needed during the demolition of Lehman Hall and the subsequent construction of the
Teaching and Learning Centetnitially, the College sought to relocate the faculty offices at
nearby locations that might have additional office space for l@egjuests went out ®everal
nearby institutions, including the Interchurch Cenfimwish Theological Seminary; Teacher’s
College; Manhattan School of Music; Columbia University and Union Theologealirary
("“UTS”). None of the institutions contacted had viable space available to meet Banssadss

Next, available assets on campus were evaluated ingltlde Barnard Hadl pool, taken
out of commission a couple of years ago; Sulzberger Amspmaceabove the Vagelos Alumnae
Center; spacdn Milbank Hall for a recently vacated print services department and the
underutilizedLeFrak gymnasiumn Barnard Hall Further analysis revealed that tBarnard
Hall pool would not be large enough to house the entire program required, nor would a
combination of the pool in conjunction with Sulzberger AnnAs. a result, thgymnasiumwas
evaluated for a program fitIlt was determinedhat by constructingtwo floorsin the gym,
Barnardwould achieveenoughsquare dotageto allow for most of the programSulzberger
Annex and Milbank Hall were added to complete the swing gpaxggam. As planning for the
swing space in the gymnasiunmogressed, Barnard realized that by making the space permanent,
the College could realize its goals of providing space for the Information Tegynol
Departmentaind additional administrative functions as well as that of providing betesrapus
public asembly space.

The final resolution of any cultural resources aspects of the Proposed Rrgjdojeict to
SHPAand its Section 14.0@nplementing regulations. DASNY and Barnard look forward to the
development of a Letter of ResolutifihOR”) with OPRHPregarding the subject building.

Besides Barnard Hall, there are no study area architectural resources lothie®@i
feet of the Development Site; therefore, tRmposed ®ject would not have any adverse
physical impacts on resources in the study area.

The design of the proposed Teaching and Learning Cemternd include materials
chosen tacomplement the nearby historic buildings on the Project Site, while emphasieing t
differences between the historic buildings and the modern design of the proposedy.buildin
These differences would highlight the unique qualities of both the architecsoairces on the
Project Site and the modern design of the proposed building. The proposed Teaching and
Learning Centewould be taller and larger than the exigtLehmanHall; however, it would be
similar in height taseveral existing buildings on Barnard’'s campus, mosably Altschul Hall
and Sultzberger Halland its total area also would be comparable to other campus buildings
Overall, the proposed building would be consistent with the bulk, uses, and arrangements of
other buildings on the Barnard campus.

Many existing buildings near the Project Site include a variety of buildingrizatéhat
characterize the period during which the buildings were .bilittte proposedouilding would be
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designedikewiseto characterize the current period in architecture and building technoldugy.
proposed building would contribute to the eclectic collection of building styles, agds,
materials found in this area of the Morningside Heights neighborhood. At approxi@agely
feet, he proposed building would be of comparable height or shorter than a number of buildings
in the study area, including the Interchurch Center, at 237 feet in height, and tfeot224
Northwest Science Building at the southeast corner of We&t 3&6et and Broadway

Overall, the proposed project would not be expected to have any significant adverse
physical, visual, or contextual impacts on historic resources.
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CHAPTER 5. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Introduction

This attachment presents the findings of the hazardous materials asseasihent
identifies potential issues of concern that could pose a hazard to workers, the commadfaty, a
the environment during or after development of the Proposed Projéet.Devéopment Site
currently contains a fivetory (plus basement) Lehman Hall, as well as portions of Barnard and
Milbank Halls The Proposed Projeatould entail demolition of Lehman Hall, followed by the
construction of a new building at its location, as well as internal renovation in podions
Barnard and Milbank Halls Excavation is anticipated only for the construction of the new
building.

A Phase | Environmental Site AssessméerESA) of the Development Sitewas
performed in March 2015 [to come] in accordance with ASTM Standard El%2%tandard
Practice for Environmental Site AssessmerRfiase | Environmental Site Assessment Practice
The ESA included a visual inspection; a review of historical land use maps, paotsrand
local records; and eeview of State and federal regulatory databases relating to use, generation,
storage, treatment and/or disposal of hazardous materials.

Existing Conditions

Subsurface Conditions The Development Sités approximately 120 to 130 feet above
sea level, slping down to the northwestBedrock in the vicinity of the project site is shallow,
and is anticipated to be approximately 0 to 30 feet below grBEdetunnels for the Metropolitan
Transportation Authority- NYC Transit (“MTA-NYCT”) No. 1 subway linepass beneath
Broadway approximately 160 feet east of Bevelopment Site

Based on surface topography, groundwater would be anticipated to be encountered
approximately 120 feet below grade and to flow west towards the Hudson River; howeve
shallower groundater perched on bedrock may be presenAdditionally, the actual
groundwater depth and flow direction may be influenced by dewatering for they reedmvay
tunnels, and perhaps other factors. Groundwater in Manhattan is not used as af gmiat®eo
water (the municipal water supply uses upstate reservoirs).

Hazardous Materials Assessment The Phase | ESA identified ndRecognized
Environmental Conditions” “(RECS), i.e., the presence or likely presence of hazardous
substances or petroleum in the ground or groundwatdentified environmental concerns
included oftsite reported spills and hazardous waste generators with limited potentitddio af
the project site), and the potential presence (typical of older buildingsbefstos-containing
materials (‘ ACM’), leadbased paint, and fluorescent lighting fixtures and other electrical
equipment that could inclugmlychlorinated biphenyls PCBS) .
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The Future Without The Proposed Project

In the future without thd’roposed ®ject, theDevelopment Be would remain in its
current condition Currently, there are no known significant health risks associated with the
Development fe. Likewise, there would be no significant health risks atibeelopment &e
in the future without théProposed Pject Legal requirements (includingew York State
Department of Environmental Conservation [NYBC] and United States Environmental
Protection Agency [EPA] regulations) pertaining to any ACM, dbased paint, and potential
PCB-containing equipment would continue to apply.

The Future With The Proposed Project

The Proposed Projeatould entail demolition of the existing Lehman Hall, excavation
for the construction of a new building at its location, and interior renovation in portions of
Barnard and Milbank Halls Although these activities could increase pathways for human
exposure, impacts would be avoided by performing the project in accordance withoivanfpl

e During any future subsurface disturbance, excavated soil should be handled and disposed

of in accordance with applicable regulatory requiremeiftdewatering is necessary for
the proposed construction, water would be discharged to sewers in accordaridewvith
York City Department of Environmental Protection (N¥EP) requirements.

e Any suspect ACM thawould be disturbed by theroposed Bject would be surveyed
for asbestos by a NY<Certified asbestos investigator. All such ACM would be removed
and disposed of prior to the disturbance in accordance with local, state and federal
requirements.

e Any acivities with the potential to disturb ledshsed paint would be performed in
accordance with applicable requirements (including federal Occupational Seaifety
Health Administration regulation 29 CFR 1926.62 - Lead Exposure in Construction).

e Unless theras labeling or test data indicating that any suspect-B&@Baining electrical
equipment and fluorescent lighting fixtures do not contain PCBs, and that angdlermire
lighting bulbs do not contain mercury, if disposal is required, it would be condurcted i
accordance with applicable federal, state and local requirements.

With these measures, tlroposed Projeatvould not result in any significant adverse
impacts related to hazardous materials.
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CHAPTER 6. AIR QUALITY

Introduction

The potential for air quality impacts associated withRheposed Projeds assessed in
this chapter The Proposed Project, located on the Barnard College campus superblock, would
include renovations on the existing buildingsl annew 1istory Teaching and Learning Center
building at the Development Site, which is currently occupied by Lehman Hall.

According to theCEQR Technical Manualan air quality analysis is necessary if a
project would result in direct or indirect impaabn ambient air quality Direct impacts stem
from emissions generated directly by the project such as stationarys¢eige emissions from
fuel burned on site for heating systems). Indirect impacts are caused igdiyeatproject, such
as emissins generated by on-road vehicle engines (mobile sources). The Proposedsnofect
expected to significantly alter traffic conditignend themaximum hourly incremental traffic
from the Proposed Projeatould not exceed th€EQR Technical Manual'sabhon monoxide
screening threshold of 170 peak hour trips at nearby intersections in the stydyargauld it
exceed the fine particulate matt@M, s) emission screening threshold discussed in Chapter 17,
Sections 210 and 311 of tR@14CEQR TechnicaManual Therefore, a quantified assessment
of emissions from projegererated traffic is not warrantedHowever, the Proposed Project
would include a new boiler installation for the new Teaching and Learning Cdriterefore, a
stationary sourcescreening analysis was conducted to evaluate potential future pollutant
concentrations from the proposed heating and hot water system.

Based on the air quality assessment performed and described in the sectionthibetow
would be no potential for significant adverse air quality impacts from thengeatid hot water
systemdrom the Proposed Project.

Heating and Hot Water Systems Screening Analysis

The Proposed Projeatould include a heat anfabt water system that would potentially
be able to utilize eidr No. 2 fuel oilor natural gas A screening analysis was performed using
the EPAapproved AERSCREEN model (version 14147 EPA, 20T14e AERSCREEN model
predicts worstase onédour impacts downwind from a point, area, or volume source
AERSCREEN gemates applicatiospecific worstcase meteorologyusing representative
minimum and maximum ambient air temperatures, anespeeific surface characteristics such
as albedo, Bowen ratio, and surface roughness. The AERSCREEN model was ukediate ca
ambient concentrations of criteria pollutants from veposed Project downwind of the stack.

The current design includes the operation df7®-bhp duafuel boilerto provide space
heaing and two 400 MBH boilers, with one in use and another as batkygovide domestic
hot water Emissionrates werecalculatedbased on the proposed floor am@nd the mergy
consumptiorfactor specifiedn the CEQR Technical Manuair Quality Appendix. Shortterm
emissions were estimated by assuming 100 heating daggssions from the use of both No. 2
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fuel oil and natural gas were assessedhission rates and stack parameters used in the screening
analysis are presentedTiable 6-1. As shown, emission rates based on the use of Nol Bifue
are the highest anglere therefore assumed in the analysis as the worst case scenario.

Table 6-1. HVAC Emission Rates and Stack Parameters

Parameter | Value
Stack Parameters:
Stack Height (ft) 200
Stack Diameter (ft)” 1.88
Exhaust Velocity (m/sy 4.60
Exhaust Tenperature F) © 300
Emission Rates (g/s}°
No. 2 Fuel Oil
PM,., 24Hour 0.0064
PM, s, Annual 0.0018
PM,o, 24-Hour 0.0072
SO,, 1-Hour 0.0006
SO,, 3-Hour 0.0006
NO,, 1-Hour 0.0601
NO,, Annual 0.0165
Natural Gas
PM, s, 24-Hour 0.0031
PM, 5, Annual 0.0009
NO,, 1-Hour 0.0696
NO,, Annual 0.0112

Notes:

1. The current design includes two stacks in close proximity that are @af
as collocated stacks for screening purposes.

2. The exhaust flow rate and temperature were based on a DER permi
database for similar size boiler systems.

3. The emission rates are based on4gPemission factors.

Sources: EPA AP-42 Section 1.4

Based on the design of the Proposed Project, the boiler exhaust stack will be located
approximately 60 feet from theearest receptor location on Altschul Hall, which is adjacent to
the proposed building, at the nearest height at which there would be operable widdaws.
minimum stack height required by building code, approximately 192 feet (i.e., Jtnat the
parapet of the proposed new Teaching and Learning Center), concentrations preditted b
AERSCREEN modeinight exceed screening levels at one location; therefore, a stack tieight
200 feet above gradeas identified at which no significant air qualitppacts would occur and
the project is committed to implementing this minimsiack height

Based on the assumptions described above, the concentratiedistqat by the
AERSCREEN modelpresented inrable 6-2, are below the applicablerdsholds Therefae,
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with a stack height adit least200 feet above grade, the Proposed Project would not result in any
potential adverse air quality impacts.

Table 6-2. Maximum Modeled Pollutant Concentration (pug/ni)
Using No. 2 Fuel Oil

Averaging Maximum Total NAAQS /
Pollutant Period Modeled Impact | Background® | Concentration | Threshold
PM, s 24-hour 3.2 24 N/A 5.5
PM, 5 Annual 0.1 N/A N/A 0.3
PMiq 24-hour 3.6 37 41 150
SO, 1-hour 0.5 81 82 196
SG, 3-hour 0.5 162 163 1300
NO, 1-hour 41 112 176 188
NO, Annual 0.7 41 42 100
Using Natural Gas
Averaging Maximum Total NAAQS /
Pollutant Period Modeled Impact | Background®™ | Concentration | Threshold
PM, s 24-hour 1.6 24 N/A 559
PM, s Annual 0.1 N/A N/A 0.3%
NO, 1-hour 28 112 140 188
NO, Annual 0.7 41.1 42 100

Notes:

N/A — Not Applicable

(1) In accordance with the form of the standardlplirNO, backgrounds the maximum daily 98
percentile background concentration, averaged over the most tleeenyearsor which
monitoring data are availabl@ he annual NQ background is based on the maximum annuaj
average measured over the most recent five yddms 3hour SQ background levels are based on
maximum seconthighest concentrations recorded over the five year pefibd 24hour average
PMy, baclground concentration is based on the maximum sebatebst 24hour average
concentration measured over the most recgmad period The thour average SO
concentration is based on theg/@r average of the annual®Sercentile of the daily maximum
1-hour SQ concentrations

(2) Includes a “hour conversion ratio of NS&Xo NO, of 80 percent

(3) 24hour PM, s de minimiscriteria, which is half the difference between the background
concentration and the Zbur standard of 35 pg/m

(4) Annual PM s de minimiscriteria
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CHAPTER 7. NOISE

Introduction

This chapter considers the potential of the Proposed Project to result incaignifi
adverse noise impacts

The Proposed Project would not generate sufficient traffic to have the potemiaise a
significant noise impact (i.e., would not result in a doubling of noise passenger car equivalents
[“Noise PCEs”] which would be necessary to cause a 3 'dBlrease in noise levels)
However, ambient noise levels adjacent to the Development Site were cahsmeredress
CEQRnoise ahtement requirements for the proposed building.

Acoustical Fundamentals

Sound is a fluctuation in air pressure. Sound pressure levels are measured in edits call
“decibels” (“dB”). The particular character of the sound that we hear (a whistle convpiéinesl
French horn, for example) is determined by the frequency at which the air préssiuisds, or
“oscillates.” Frequency defines the oscillation of sound pressure in termsle$ @er second
One cycle per second is known as 1 Hertz (“HzPeople can hear over a relatively limited
range of sound frequencies, generally between 20 Hz and 20,000 Hz, and the human ear does not
perceive all frequencies equally wellHigh frequencies (e.g., a whistle) are more easily
discernible, and therefore morusive, than many of the lower frequencies (e.g., the lower
notes on the French horn).

“A”- Weighted Sound LeveldBA). In order to establish a uniform noise measurement
that simulates people’s perception of loudness and annoyance, the decibel nex#sisem
weighted to account for those frequencies most audible to the humaihesis known as the
A-weighted sound level, or “dBA,” and it is the descriptor of noise levels most o$ed for
community noise. As shown ifable 7-1, the threshold of human hearing is defined as 0 dBA,
very quiet conditions (in a library, for example) are approximately 40 dBAlsldetween 50
dBA and 70 dBA define the range of noise levels generated by normal daily actaviys |
above 70 dBA would be considered noisy, and then loud, intrusive, and deafening as the scale
approaches 130 dBA.

In considering these values, it is important to note that the dBA scale is logerith
meaning that each increase of 10 dBA describes a doubling of perceived loudnesstheThus
background noise in an office, at 50 dBA, is perceived as being twice as loud asathbtary,
at 40 dBA. For most people to perceive an increase in noise, it must be at least 2tdBA.
dBA, the change will be readily noticeable.

! The Aweighted decibel scale is used almost exclusively in vehicle noise measuremerse bieazflects the
frequency range to which the human ear is most sensitive (1,000 to 6,000 Bewz)l levels measured using atwgighted
decibel scale are generally expressed as dBA.
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Table 7-1. Common Noise Levels

Sound Source (dBA)
Military jet, air raid siren 130
Amplified rock music 110
Jet takeoff at 500 meters 100
Freight train at 30 meters 95
Train horn at 30 meters 90
Heavy truck at 15 meters 8090
Busy city street, loud shout 80
Busy traffic intersection 70-80
Highway traffic at 15 meters, train 70
Predominantly industrial area 60

Light car traffic at 15 meters, city or commercial areas, or 50-60
residential areas close to industry

Background noise in an office 50
Suburban areasith mediumdensity transportation 40-50
Public library 40
Soft whisper at 5 meters 30
Threshold of hearing 0
Note: A 10 dBA increase in level doulsléhe perceivedbudness, and a 10 dB

decrease halves

Sources: Cowan, James.PHandbook of Envonmental Acousticd/an Nostrand
Reinhold, New York, 1994 Egan, M. David, Architectural Acoustics
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1988.

Sound Level Descriptors Because the dBA sound pressure level unit describes a noise
level at just one moment, and very few noises are constant, other ways of descrientpauoi
fluctuates over extended periods have been develoPeg way is to describe the fluctuating
sound heard over a specific time period as if it had been a steady, unchanging Rautids
condition, a descriptor called the “equivalent sound level, lcan be computedL ¢ is the
constant sound level that, in a given situation and time period (e.g., 1 hour, denotgd)bgrL
24 hours, denoted byels), conveys the same sound energytlee actual timearying sound
Statistical sound level descriptors such asllio, Lso, Loo, and L, are used to indicate noise
levels that are exceeded 1, 10, 50, 90, and x percent of the time, respectively

The relationship betweensd.and levels bexceedance is worth notingdecause kg is
defined in energy rather than straight numerical terms, it is not simply relatee kevédis of
exceedancelf the noise fluctuates very little,ck will approximate lso or the median level If
the noise fluctuates broadly, theqlwill be approximately equal to the;d value If extreme
fluctuations are present, theglwill exceed Ly or the background level by 10 or more decibels
Thus the relationship betweengland the levels of exceedance will depend on the character of
the noise. In community noise measurements, it has been observed thg} ith@dnerally
between Lo and Lso.

As per theCEQR Technical Manual y is the noise descriptor used for this noise impact
evaluation



Chapter 7
Page 743

Dormitory Authority State of New York

Barnard College Teaching and Learning Center

Noise Standards ad Criteria

New York CEQR Noise Criteria The CEQR Technical Manugbrovides attenuation
requirements for buildings based on exterior noise levelsT(@ele 7-2, “Required Attenuation
Values to Achieve Acceptable Interior Noise Levels"These noise atteiation values for
buildings are designed to ensure interior noise levels of 45 dBA or lower faroclassses and
50 dBA or lower for office, laboratory, and administrative uses.

Table 7-2. Required Attenuation Values to Achieve Acceptable Interior
Noise Levels

Marginally Unacceptable Clearly Unacceptable
Noise Level
With Proposed 70<Lyp<73 73 <Ly <76 76 <Ly p<78 78 < L1 <80 80 < Lyg
Project
0) (m (D) (v)
Attenuatiort 28dB(A) 31dB(A) 33dB(A) 35dB(A) 36+ (L1o—80 ¥ dB(A)
Notes:

A The above composite windewall attenuation values are fagsidential dwelling and community facility
development Commercial office spaces and meeting rooms would be 5 dB(Ahlessh categoryAll the above
categories require a closed window situation and hence an alternate fneant#adion.

B Required attenuation values increase by 1 dB(A) incrementsdealues greater than 80 dBA.

Source: New York City Department of Environmental Protection.

Existing Noise Levels

Existing noie levels at the Development Site were measuréaglcaibcations Site 1 was
locatedalong Claremont Avenue adjacent to the project sti¢e 2 was locatedn the Lehman
Lawn adjacent to the project sit€éhe measurement locations are showRigure 7-1.

At all receptor sites, existing noise levels were measured fani20te intervals during
the two weekday peak periodsxpected to produce the highest levels of ambient -rease.
(7:00a.m.to 8:30a.m) andmidday (12:00 p.mto 1:30p.m.) These tine periods represent the
times when the greatest level of traffic would be expected on the southbound |Bneadviay
adjacent to the project site, which is the dominant noise source at thdlsiésurements were
taken on Tuesday, March 3, 2015.

Equipment Used During Noise Monitoring Measurements were performed using a
Bruel & Kjeer Sound Level Meter (SLM) Type 2260, a Briel & Kjeemh microphone Type
4189, and a Bruel & Kjeer Sound Level Calibrator Type 4ZBie Briel & Kjeer SLM is a Type
1 instrument according to ANSI Standard $1983 (R2006). The microphone was mounted on
a tripod at a height of approximately 12 feet for the elevated measurement logation
approximately 5 feet above the ground for thgratle measurement locations, and wasinted
at least approximately 5 feet away from any large reflecting surfaldes SLM was calibrated
before and after readings with a Briel & Kjeer Type 4231 Sound Level Calibrator bsing t
appropriate adaptoMeasurements at each location were madée Ascale (dBA) The data
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were digitally recorded by the sound level meter and displayed at the end of theemess
period in units of dBA The sound level metrics recorded includegd, IL1, Lio, Lso, Lgo, and

1/3 octave band levelsA windscreenwas used during all sound measurements, except for
calibration All measurement procedures were based on the guidelines outlined in ANSI
Standard S1.13-2005.

The existing noise level measurements are summariZkabie 7-3.

Table 7-3. Existing Noise levels (in dBA)

Site Measurement Location Time L eg L, Lo Lo L g9

a.m. 60.2 70.3 63.4 55.9 52.6
midday | 58.2 65.6 61.0 56.4 53.4

1 Claremont Avenue between West {Xireet and West 1{6treet

a.m. 60.1 69.0 62.5 58.5 53.8
midday | 59.3 65.9 62.2 57.9 55.1

2 West Boundary of Lehman Lawn

Note: Measurements were conducted by AKRF Acoustics Departaméviarch 3, 2015

At all receptor sites, vehicular traffic noise the adjacent roadways was the dominant
noise source Measure levels are modate and reflect thievel of adjacent vehicular activity
In terms of theCEQR criteria, the existing noise levels at Sites 1 and 2 would be in the
“acceptable” category.

Noise Attenuation Measures

The proposedreaching and Learning Centers well as theproposed renovations to
Barnard Hall would be designed and constructed ustagdardconstruction methods and
materials, includingacousticallyrated windows and air conditioning as an alternate means of
ventilation The proposed building$acades, inelding these elements, would bepected to
provide a composite Outdodndoor Transmission ClaS§‘OITC") such that interior noise
levels would be 45 dBA or lower fatassroom uses and 50 dBA or lower for office, laboratory,
and administrative useg-urthermore, because the exteriapkn) noise levels at thproject ste
would be less than 70 dBA, tiREQR Technical Manualoes not provide a specific requirement
for the level of window/wall attenuation.

In addition, the building mechanical systems (i.e., heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning) would be designed to meet all applicable noise regulations (i.e., Subchapter 5, §24
227 of the New York City Noise Control Code and the New York City Department (afifgys
Code) and to avoid generating naikat would significantly increase ambient levels.

2 The attenuation of a composite structure is a function of the attenuation providadhbyf its component parts, and
how much of the area is made up of each parbuilding fagade generally consists of wall, glazing, and any vents or louvers
associated with building mechanical systenifie OITC classification is defined by the American Society of Testing and
Materials (“ASTM”) E133210 and is used in the acoustical design of building facades.
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CHAPTER 8. ADDITIONAL TECHNICAL INFORMATION

The environmental review of th8arnard College Teaching and Learning Center
(“Proposed Project”) followshe State Environmental Quality Review AtSEQRA), and the
New York City Environmental Quality Revie CEQR) Technical Manuagenerally is used as
a guide with respect to environmental analysis methodologies and impata ¢atesvaluating
the Proposed Project in this Supplemental Reporessritated otherwigelhis section provides
a summary of the environmental analysis areas that were evaluated usisgrebaing
procedures ithe CEQR Technical Manual

Socioeconomic Conditions

The socioeconomic character of an area includes its papuyléwousing, and economic
activity. According to theCEQR Technical Manuala socioeconomic assessment should be
conducted if a project may reasonably be expected to create substantiet@omiic changes
within the area affected by the project thatwdonot occur in the absence of the project.
Projects that would result in the following conditions wotlidger aCEQR/SEQR analysisof
socioeconomic conditions

e Direct displacement of a residential population so that the socioeconomic profile of t
neighborhood would be substantially altered. Displacement of less than 500 residents
would not typically be expected to affect socioeconomic conditions in a neighborhood.

e Direct displacement of more than 100 employees; or the direct displacenagmisifess
or institution that is unusually important as follows: it has a critical social or economic
role in the community, it would have unusual difficulty in relocating successfullypit
a type or in a location that makes it the subject of other reégugaor publicly adopted
plans aimed at its preservation, it servgmpulationuniquely dependent on its services
in its present location, or it is particularly important to neighborhood character

e Introduction of substantial new development that is markedly different fromngxissies,
development, and activities within the neighborhood. Suphojectcould lead to indirect
displacement Residential development of 200 units or fewer or commercial development of
200,000 square feet or less wotylgically not result in significant socioeconomic impacts.

e Projects that are expected to affect conditions within a specific indwsich as a
citywide regulatory change that could adversely impact the economic aretimer
conditions of certain type of businesses.

The Proposed Project would involile replacement of the existifg,000-gross-square-
foot Lehman Hallwith a new approximatelyl33,000-gross-square-fodeaching and Learning
Center in addition, portions of Barnard Hall would be renodate serve as replacement “swing
space” during the construction of the n€enter The Proposed Project would not introduce or
displace any residents, nor would it displace more than 100 employees or a bosiness

' The City of New York, Mayor’s Office of Environmental Coordinati@EQR Technical ManuaMarch 2014.
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institution. No increase in enrollmentauld occur as a result of tl@enter’sconstruction the

new facility is intended to fulfill unmet existing demand for academic facilities by#neard
College student body and faculty. The Proposed Project would be consistent with and would
contributeto the existing institutional uses on tBarnard College campus. Therefore, the
Proposed Projeaices not meet the threshold for further analysis and would not result in any
significant adverse impacbn socioeconomic conditions.

Community Facilities and Services

The CEQR Technical Manuatates that a community facilities assessment is appropriate
if a projectwould have a direct effect on a community facility, or if it would have an irtdirec
effect by introducing new populations that would overburden existing facilities.

As explained below, thBroposedProjectwould not result in significant indirect effects
on community facilities and services, such as public schools, libraries, hospitédscachi
centers, or police and fire protection.

e Schools: Th&€ EQR Technical Manuapecifies that if a projedhtroduces more than 50
elementary and/or intermediatehsol students or 150 or more high school students who
are expected to attend public schools, there may be a significant impact tocedlicati
facilities. TheProposed Projeatould not generate any residential units. Therefore, no
further analysis is warranted.

e Libraries: TheCEQR Technical Manuabcommends an analysis of potential impacts to
libraries if aprojectwould increase the service population by more than 5 percent. The
Proposed Projeawould not result in an increase to the population compared to the No
Action condition, and would not generate any new residents. Therefore, furthesimnaly
is not necessary, and it is expected that there would be no significant adverss tmpact
libraries.

e Health Care Facilities: Th&€EQR Technical Manuatecommends an analysis of
potential indirect impacts to publhealth care facilities if a projegtould introduce a
sizeable new neighborhood@he Proposed Projeatould not generate any new residents.
Therefore, further analysis is not necessary, hatPtoposed Project would not result in
significant adverse impacts to health care facilities.

e Child-Care Facilities: Th€EQR Technical Manuakcommends an analysis of potential
impacts to publiclyfunded group chilecare and Head Start centers ipagect would
generate more than 20 eligible children under age 6 and living inttownoderate
income residential units. As noted above, Pneposed ®jectwould not generate any
new low or moderatancome residential units and, therefore, further asislys not
necessary.

e Pdice and Fire Protection.The CEQR Technical Manualecommends an analysis of
potential impacts tgolice and fire services if a project would affect the physical
operations of, or access to and from a precinct house or a station house,vwauildit
introduce a sizable new neighborhoo@ihe Roposed Boject would notdirectly affect
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the operations ofa police or fire station, nor would it introduce a sizeable new
neighborhood. Therefore, no further analysis is necessary.

As desribed above, the Proposed Project would involve the replacement of the existing
65,000grosssquarefoot Lehman Hall with a new,approximately 133,008grosssquarefoot
Teaching and Learning Centexs well as the renovation of portions of Barnard Halle Proposed
Project would not result in an increase in population on the Project Site or @athard
College Campus Therefore the Proposed Projeepuld not result in a significant adverse
community facilities impact, and rfarther analysis is necessary.

Open Space

The CEQR Technical Manualequires an analysis of potential impacts on open space
when a project would have a direct effect on open space, or when it would have an indirect effec
by generating: more than 50 residents or 125 workeas iarea identified as underserved for
open space resources; more than 350 residents or 750 workers in an area identibdd as w
served; or more than 200 residents or 500 employees in an area not identified as either
underserved or welervedby open spag resources.

The Proposed Project would not directly affect open space, nor would it result in a
changein population that could have an indirect effect on open spdée Proposed Project
would not displace any existing public open spaces, but wouldamhseplace the existing
Lehman Hall with a new Teaching and Learning Center. The Proposed Project wotdgutiot
in an increase to Barnard’s population, ahd Project Site is located in an area that is not
identified as either underserved or watived by open space resources. Therefore, the Proposed
Project would not have the potential to result in any significant adversetsrtpagpen space,
and nofurther analysis is necessaryUrban Design and Visual Resourddsban design is
defined as theotality of components that may affect a pedestrian’s experience of pphte.s
These components include streets, buildings, visual resources, open spacesresarets,
and wind. According to th€EEQR Technical Manuah preliminary assessmentuwban design
and visual resources is appropriate when there is the potential for a pedestriaamte, dlxsm
the street level, a physical alteration beyond that allowed by existing zoBxamples include
projects that permit the modification of yateight, and setback requirements, and projects that
result in an increase in built floor area beyond what would be allowed “as of right” loe in t
future without the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project wouaig@ly with existing zoning
therefore, no further analysis is warranted, and the Proposed Project woefdréhaot result in
significant adverse impacts to urban design and visual resources.

Natural Resources

A natural resources assessment is conducted when a natural respugsens on or near
a development site and the Proposed Project may involve the direct or indinediatise of
that resource. Th€EQR Technical Manuatiefines natural resources as water resources,
including surface water bodies and groundwater; wetlands, including freshwetetidal
wetlands; terrestrial resources, such as grasslands and thicketsinehmsburces, such as
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beaches, dunes, and bluffs; gardens and other ornamental landscaping; andesatucdg that
may be associated with buiisources, such as old piers and other waterfront structures.

The Project Be is fully developed witha four-story building,paved areas, and a lawn
areathat would remain in the future with the Proposed Projastsuch, natural resources within
the poject site are limited to the few urbadapted species of wildlife that will utilize building
exteriors as habitat and are ubiquitous througew York dty. Specifically, these include
house sparrowfPasser domesticusjock pigeongColumba livia) European starlingéSturnus
vulgaris) and Norway ratgRattus novegicus) The Proposed Project would not have the
potential to result in significd adverse impacts to the urbierant wildlife species using the
Project Site While individual wildlife may be adversely affected should suitable habitat not be
available nearby, the loss of some individuals would not adversely affect populationseof the
wide-spread urbaitolerant species within the metropolitan region. Overall, the Proposed Project
would not result in any significant adverse impacts to natural resources withear the project
site, and no further analysis is required.

Water and Sewer Infrastructure

A CEQRTechnical Manuaivater and sewer infrastructure assessment analyzes whether
a project may adversely affect the city’s water distribution or sewegrsyaihd, if so, assess the
effects of such projects to determine whether their impact is significachtpr@gsent potential
mitigation strategies and alternatives. According toGE€QRTechnical Manualonly projects
that increase density or change drainage conditions on a large site require andasewer
infrastructure analysis.

A water supply assessment would be required for projects with an excepti@mngéy
demand for waterofer 1 million gallons per day) or for projects located in an area that
experiences low water pressure (such as Coney Island and the Rockaway &enitsul
addition, a wastewater and storm water conveyance and treatment analydibevoecessary if
theproject:

e |s located in a combined sewer area and would result in over 1,000 residentialr units
250,000 sf of commercidhstitutional use in Manhattan, or 400 residential units or
150,000 sf of commerci@hstitutionaluse in all other boroughs;

e Islocated in a separately sewered area and would exceed: 25 residential units or 50,000
sf of commercidinstitutional usein R1, R2, or R3 districts; 50 residential units or
100,000 sf of commerciahstitutionaluse in R4 or R5 districts; 100 residential units or
100,000 sf of commerci@hstitutionaluse in all other zoning districts;

e Islocated in an area that is partially sewered or currently unsewered,;

¢ Involves development on a sleacresor larger where the amount of impervious surface
would increas;

e Would involve development on a site 1 acre or larger where the amoumperivious
surface would increase and is located in the Jamaica Bay watershed or spaicifiged
areas (Bronx River, Coney Island Creek, Flushing Bay and Creek, Gowanus Canal
Hutchison River, Newtown Creek, Westchester Creek); or
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¢ Would involve construction of a new storm water outfall that requires federal aal@r
permits.

The Proposed Project would be well below the 1 million gallons per day (“gpd”) water
consumption threshold set forth in t6&EQR Technical Manualln addition, the Project Site is
located in a combined sewer grasuld result in less than 250,000 sf of institutional use; does
not involve development on a site 1 acre or larger; and would not involve construction of a new
storm water outfall Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in any significant impacts
of water and sewer infrastructure, and no further analysis is necessary.

Solid Waste and Sanitation Services

A solid waste assessment deteresinwvhether a project has the potential to cause a
substantial increase in solid waste production that may overburden avaitsie management
capacity or otherwise be inconsistent with the city’s Solid Waste Manag&iaen{'SWMP” or
“Plan”) or with stae policy related to the city’s integrated solid waste management system. The
city’s solid waste system includes waste minimization at the point of generatitatction,
treatment, recycling, composting, transfer, processing, energy recaetydisposal. As the
Proposed Project would nogsult inany additional studenstaff, faculty or visitor populations
it is not expected to generate a substantial amount of solid waste as defittedGEQR
Technical Manual Therefore, the Proposed Projectulb not affect the city’s capacity to
handle solid waste, and frther analysis is required.

Energy

As described in th€EQR Technical Manuakll new structures requiring heating and
cooling are subject to the New York City Energy Conservation Coderefidre, the need for a
detailed assessment of energy impacts would be limited to projects that magasiggitaffect
the transmission or generation of energy. However, a project’s operati@ngl &onsumption
is often calculated. It is expected tthlae Proposed Project, when operational, would consume
approximately33.343million British Thermal Units (“BTU”) per yeaf. This would not be
considered a significant demand for energy. Further, the Proposed Project noaujtbiate
measures toachieve Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (‘LEED”) Silver
certification. The LEED rating system, developed by the nonprofit U.Sn@weiéding Council,
is a standard ensuring a high degree of environmental stewardship, considerigg ener
efficiency, minimization of waste sent to landfills, and other sustainability best peadtic
building design and operation. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result inagignific
adverse impacts to themsumption or supply of energy.

2Based on the energy usagee for institutional buildings (250.7 MBtu/sf) from Table-15Average Annual Whole
Building Energy Use in New York City. The City of New York, Mayor's Office of Environmental Coordinati€®@EQR
Technical ManualMarch 2014
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Transportation

The Proposed ®ject would not result in a change from the existing population.
Therefore the Roposed Boject would not generate more thdre CEQR Technical Manua
thresholds requiring further analysi$ 50 vehicle trips or 200 pedestrian ansit trips A
transportation analysis is not warranted, and thgpdsed PRoject would not result in any
significant adverse transportation (traffic, parking, transit, or pedestmpacts.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Increased greenhouse ga&KIG”) emissions are changing the global climate, which is
predicted to lead to widenging effects on the environment, including rising sea levels,
increases in temperature, and changes in precipitation levels. AccordmefXi8B@R Technical
Manual GHG assessments are appropriate for projects with the greatest paiergialduce
GHG emissions that may result in inconsistencies with the city's GHG reductibto godegree
considered significant (generally larger proje@sulting in the development of 350,000 square
feet or greateundergoing an Bvironmental inpactStatement [EIS], ofor proejcts on a case
by-case basis to determine its consistency with the city's GHG reduction®gaad,
correspondingly, have the greatest potential to reduce those emissions throagbptien of
project measures and conditions. In addition, actions that fundamentally changg sheasite
management system, such as city capital projects, power generation proggispraulgation
of regulationsmay also ned to be analyzed. While the Proposed Project would involve the
construction of a new, larger building on the Project $iite,proposed eaching and Learning
Centerwould not result in anncrease in enrollmerds the new facility is intended to fulfill
unmet existing demand for academic facilities by the Barnard College studgrarmbdaculty.
Further, as described abovehe Proposed Project would incorporate measures to achieve
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (“‘LEED”) Silver certiioati The LEED
rating system, developed by the nonprofit U.S. Green Building Council, is a stamdarthg a
high degree of environmental stewardship, considering energy efficianuynization of waste
sent to landfills, and other sustainability besdgtices in building design and operatiomhe
Proposed Project is not a city capital project, would not introduce new power gemen~aiuld
not change the city’'s waste management system, and would not affect regulatiorefor@her
GHG emissions anatys and assessment of consistency with the city’'s GHG emission reduction
goal are not required and harther analysis is necessary.

Public Health

According to theCEQR Technical Manualpublic health involves the activities that
society undertakes to cteaand maintain conditions in which people can be healthy. Public
health may be jeopardized by poor air quality resulting from traffic orostaly sources,
hazardous materials in soil or groundwater used for drinking water, significams@dnwgpacts
related to noise or odors, solid waste management practices that attract vedmpesan

3 As part of the city’s PlaNYC and thé¢ew York City Climate Protection A@itocal Law 22 of 2008), the city has a
goal of reducing citywide GHG by 30 percent below 2005 levels by 2030).
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populations. Detailed public health analysis is warranted for projectsdeithified unmitigated
adverse impacts in air quality, water quality, hazardous matedalapise. TheProposed
Projectis not expected to result in any significant adverse impacts to air qualiss, guatlity,
hazardous materials, or noise. No exceedance of federal, state, or citydstavalsid occur as
a result of theProposed Project Therefore, theProposed Project would not result in any
significant adverse impacts to public health, andunther analysis is warranted.

Neighborhood Character

As defined in theCEQR Technical Manuaheighborhood character is considered to be
an amalgm of the various elements that define a neighborhood’s distinct personalitye Thes
elements may include a neighborhood’s land use, socioeconomic conditions, open space, historic
and cultural resources, urban design, visual resources, shadows, transportation, andidonhoise
all of these elements affect neighborhood character in all cases; a neighborredlydduaws its
distinctive character from a few defining elements. An assessment of néigb@haracter is
generally needed when a Proposed daiopas the potential to result in significant adverse
impacts in any of the technical areas listed above, or when the project may lieratmeffects
on several of the elements that define a neighborhood’s character.

As detailed in the project descrgot, the Proposed Project would involve the replacement of
the existings5,000grosssquarefoot Lehman Hall with a neyapproximately133,000grosssquare
foot Teaching and Learning Center, as well as the renovation of portiddardérd Hall. These
changes to the project site would not result in any significant adversectenjza neighborhood
character. The character of the neighborhood is defineahithyand highrise rise educational
buildings and grassy lawns on tBarnardCollegeand ColumbiadJniversity campuses, as well as by
other institutional uses on the surrounding blodkhile theProposed Project would result in a new,
taller, building on the Development Sitthe overall bulk of the building would fall within the
allowable FAR for thé”roject Site andwould be similar in scale totherbuildingson the Barnard
College and Columbia University campuséarther, the Proposed Project would not result in any
adverse impacts to the neighborhood’s land uses, socioeconomic candi@nspace, urban
design, visual resources, shadows, transportation, or noise.

Overall, the Proposed Project would result in the constructionnawabuilding to an
area that has a diverse mix of historicdanodern educational buildingsThe Centemwould
improve thecharacter of the Barnard College campus, as well as provide meecded academic
facilities for the College’s student bodyherefore, the Proposed Project would not result in any
significant adverse neighborhood character impacts and norfartbbysis is warranted.

Construction

The Proposed Project would result in construction activities at the DeveloprmenASit
with all construction projects, work at the Development Site would result in temporary
disruptions to the surrounding area, including occasional noise and dllse overall
construction duration for the Proposed Project is expected to be approximatelyetmeel he
renovation of the LeFrak Gymnasium is expected to commence in SummearDtmuld take
approximately six months to complet&he Gymnasium would provide campus swing space for
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the programs and occupants of Lehman Hall during construction of the propmsgéeleaching
and Learning CenterThedemolition of the existing Lehmadall and construction of the new
Teaching and Learning Centexpected to take place from March 2016 to August 2018e
most intense construction activities in terms of noise levels and air pollutant emissio
(demolition, excavation, and foundation work, during which a number of largeocadndiesel
engines would be employedould last for only a portion of the overall constructouration—
approximately one year

Construction of the Proposed Project would be carried out in accordance with New York
City laws and regulations, which allow construction activities between &m0and 6:00p.m.
on weekdays. If work is required outside of normal construction hours, necesseoyaépp
would be obtained from the appropriate agencies (i.e., the New York City Department of
Buildings ['NYCDOB”] and New York City Department of Environmental Protection
["NYCDEP”]). During construction of the Proposed Project, all necessary measures would be
implemented to ensure adherence to the New York City Air Pollution Control Codatnegul
constructionrelated dust emissions and the New York City Noise Control Code regulating
construction noise. In addition, Maintenance and Protection of TraMiEeT’) plans would be
developed for any curlane and/or sidewalk closures Approval of these plans and
implementation of all temporary closures during construction would be coordinatedhei
New York City Department of TransportaticiN(YCDOT”)’s Office of Construction Mitigation
and Coordination“©OCMC’). Through implementation of the measures described altove,
temporary adverse effects associated with the proposed construction activities would be
minimized. Accordingly, the Proposed Project would not result in significant adireacts
during construction, and norther analysis is required.
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Dormitory Authority of the State of New York (DASNY)

SMART GROWTH IMPACT STATEMENT ASSESSMENT FORM

Date: March 4, 2015

Project Name: Barnard College Teaching and Learning Center
Project Number:

Completed by: AKRF, Inc.

This Smart Growth Impact Statement Assessment Form (“SGSAF”) is a tool to assist
you and the Dormitory Authority of the State of New York (“DASNY”) Smart Growth
Advisory Committee in deliberations to determine whether a project is constent with the
State of New York StateSmart Growh Public Infrastructure Policy Act (‘'SSGPIPA”), article 6
of the New York State Environmental Conservation aw (“ECL”). Not all questions/answers
may be relevant to all projects.

Description of Proposed Action and Proposed Project

Pursuant to DASNYs Independent Colleges and Universitieeogram Barnard College has
requested financing to support the construction of its heaching and Learning CenteFor purposes
of SEQR the Proposed Action would consist of DASNY’s authorization of the issudrbeed- and/or
variablerate, taxexempt and/or taxable bonds to be sold through a negotiated offering and/or a privat
placement, on behalf &arnard

The proceeds of the bond issuance would be used to fitleamé¢roposed Project, whietould
consist ofthe demolition of the existing-gtory, 65,006ysf Lehman Hall and the construction of a new,
approximately 133,00Qsf Teaching and Learning Cenf{gne “Center”) The 11story new building
would occupy the footprint of Lehman Hall, as well as extend northward and sodittawabut the
adjacent Altschul Hall and Barnard Hall, respectivighe “Development Site”) The building would
consist of a fivestory podium on the southern side, adjacent to Barnard Hall, andstorgltower on
the northern sie As in the existing condition, the building’s frontage onto the Barnard College campus
would abut walking paths and landscaped open spdnéke the existing Lehman Hall, the side of the
Center fronting onto Claremont Avenue would have entrances and exits and full-hiabs:

The Centewould include common and informal study areas, teaching and learning space,
conference area, space for the history, political science, economics and tuhas departments, a
modern new library, archival and dia collections, with café facilities. Theenterwould provide
space for key programs such as the Barnard Center for Research on Women and th€ekttezrfar
Leadership Studies, as well as two new centers: iLAB (Institute for InnovatLiberal Ats) and CSC
(Computational Science Center). No increase in Barnard’s population wouldasceuresult of the
Proposed Project; instead, the Proposed Project would provide Barnard with aatewf-the-art
facility which would provide a new library, individual and group study spacessdoeresources and
help for students and faculty, and improved conference space, including flexiimgrngpaces and
smaller brealout rooms.
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In addition, portions of Barnard Hall, particularly the LeFrak Gymnasium, wouldrizvated as
part of the Proposed Project prior to the commencement of demolition and new construction on tl
Development $e. The swing space that would be created by the renovation would serve a:
replacement facilities for College activitiesirthg the construction period of the new Centéfpon
completion of the Teaching and Learning Center, the swing space in thdofirsof Barnard Hall
Gymnasium would be renovated to create a public assembly space. The walls thaltsiemg space
library would be removed, and a new acoustic ceiling with new lighting would k&ledstand the
second floor rest rooms and meeting rooms would remain. The faculty offices would beyueedrtb
house the Barnard College Information Technology department and additional adtinei$tinctions.

Construction of the Proposed Project is expected to begin in Summer 2015, with the renovatic
of the LeFrak Gymnasium. Construction of the new Teaching and Learning Centelr veguh in
March 2016.The project is expected to be completeAlngust 2018.

Have any other entities issued a Smart Growth Impact Statgfi®®tS”) with regard to this
project? (If so, attach sajne [ ] Yes [X] No

1. Does the project advance or otherwise involve the use of, maintain, or ingxistiag
infrastructure? Check one and describe:

X Yes [ ] No [] NotRelevant

The Proposed Project, which would result in the development of a new building to rdmdace t
existing academic facility would connect tothe existing water supply, sewer, and energy
infrastructure on the Project Site superblodRelative to the existing facility, the new building’s
demands on the New York City water supplyyees, and energy irdstructure would be negligible.
Moreover, the new building designwould adhere to the guidelines for LEED Silver certification,
which include best practices feustainable resource consumption and management. Therefore, th
Proposed Project would be supportive of this criterion.

2. Is the project located wholly or partially innaunicipal center, characterized by any of the
following: Check all that apply and explain briefly:

X A city or a village

X] Within the interior of the boundaries of a generally recognized college, sityyer
hospital, or nursing home campus

[ ] Area of concentrated and mixed land use that serves as a center for variotissactivi
including, but not limited to:

[] Central business districts (such as the commercial and often geographiofhear
city, “downtown”, “city center”)

[] Main streets (such as the primary retail street of a village, town, or smalllcisy.
usually a focapoint for shops antketailers inthe central business districand is most
often used in reference to retailing and socializing)

[ ] Downtown areasquch asa city's core (or center) or central business district, usually
in a geographical, commercial, and community sense).

[ ] Brownfield Opportunity Areashftp://nyswagrfronts.com/BOA_projects.asp
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3.

[ ] Downtown areas of Local Waterfront Revitalization Plan areas
(http://Inyswaterfronts.com/maps_regions.asp )

[] Locations of transibriented development (such as projects serving areasala
access to mass or public transit for residents)

[ ] Environmental Justice aredgtp://www.dec.ny.gov/public/899.htinl

[ ] Hardship areas

As the Development Be is located within the existing campus BarnardCollege, in
New York City,the Proposed Project would be supportive of this criterion.

Is the project located adjacent to municipal centers (please see characteristesion®,
above) with clearly deed borders, in an area designated for concentrated development in
the future by a municipal or regional comprehensive plan that exhibits strong land use
transportation, infrastructure and economic connections to an existing muniaipei?ce
Check oneand describe:

X Yes [ ] No [] NotRelevant

The Proposed Project, whichlecatedwithin the interior of the campus of Barnard Colleigaglso
adjacent to the campus of Columbia University. Both campuses are located withiarthegside
Heights neighborhood of Manhattan, which is characterized by a concentration of amgeases
that serve as a center for commercial, residential, and academic activities. Beydneitbe mix

of facilities cantained within the Barnard and Columbia campuses, there is a variety of metail a
cultural uses located along the commercial corridor on Broadway, which septratds/o
campuses.Therefore, the Proposed Project is supportive of this criterion.

Is the project located in an area designated by a municipal or comprehensive plan, and
appropriately zoned, as a future municipal center? Check one and describe:

[] Yes [ ] No [X] Not Relevant

Is the projectlocated wholly or partially in a developed area or an area designated for
concentrated infill development in accordance with a municiagdjyroved comprehensive
land use plan, a local waterfront revitalization plan, brownfield opportunity areaopla
other development plan€heck one and describe:

X Yes [ ] No [] NotRelevant

The Project Sitethe Barnard College campuswholly located in a developed area, the
Morningside Heights neighborhoad Manhattan Therefore, the Proposed Project is supportive
of this criterion.

Does the project preserve and enhance the State’s resources, including earieultls,
forests, surface and groundwater, air quality, recreation and open spatie, aras, and/or
significant historic and archeological resources? Check one and describe:

X] Yes [ ] No [ ] NotRelevant
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The potential effects of the Proposed Project on natural resources, air qualityspage

and historic and archeological resources are analyzBABNY’'s SEQRreview of the
Barnard College Teaching and Learnin@enter The SEQREAF and Supplemental
Report find that the Proposed Project would not have any significant adverse iorpacts
these technical areadn addition, the Proposed Project would preserve the landscaped
open space areas that characterize the Barnard College canmausfore, the Proposed
Project would be supportive of this criterion.

7. Does the project foster mixéand uses and compact development, downtown revitalization,
brownfield redevelopment, the enhancement of beauty in public spaces, the diversity and
affordability of housing in proximity to places of employment, recreation andnevoial
development and/or the integration of all income and age groups? Check one and describe:

X Yes [ ] No [_] NotRelevant

The Proposed Project would foster compact development by constroetnigcilities

on currentlydevelopedand within an existing college campub addition, the proposed
entrance to the Teaching and Learning Centar Claremont Avenue would help to
enliven the streetscape, which currently lacks vibrancy and activitghdfuas discussed
above the Proposed Project would preserve and enhance the utility and beauty of the
existing open spaces on the Barnard College campus. Therefore, the Proposéd Projec
would be supportive of this criterion.

8. Does the project provide mobility through transportation choices, including improved public
transportation and reduced automobile dependency? Check one and describe:

X Yes [ ] No [ ] NotRelevant

The Project Site is weflerved by public transportation. The Metropolitan Transportation
Authority — NYC Transit (“‘MTA-NYCT”) No. 1 subway line stops at the I16treet

station, located directly adjacent to the College; in additionMRA-NYCT M4, M60,

and M104 bus lines, which provide service along Broadway, and the M5 bus line, which
provides service along Riverside Drive, are in close proximity to the Collegiim@Gia
University also provides an Intercampus Shuttle service, which is free ton@@ial and
Barnard students, faculty, and staff, and operates on weekdays. Although the Proposed
Project would not provide any new transportation options, it wbaldupportive of this
criterion.

9. Does the project demonstrate coordination among state, regional, and local golamndin
governmental officials? (@monstration may includ8tate Environmental Quality Review
(“ SEQR) coordination with involved and interested agencies, district formation, agreements
between involved parties, letters of support, State Pollutant Discharge ElimiSatstem
(“SPDES”) pemit issuance/revision notices, etcGheck one and describe:

X Yes [ ] No [ ] NotRelevant
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The planning for, and approval of, the Proposed Project would require coordination
between multiple City athState agencies. DASNY, acting as lead agency, is conducting
a coordinated review of the Proposed Project in accordance with New Yatks
Environmental Quality Review A¢tSEQRA). The Proposed Project is also being
reviewed in conformance with thdew YorkState Historic Preservation Act of 1980
(“SHPA”), specifically theimplementing regulations of Section 14.09 of tharks,
Recreation and Historic Preservation Law (“PRHPL3§s well as with the requirements

of the Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”), dated March 18, 1998, between
DASNY and theNew York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
(“OPRHP”). Other involved and interestgghrtiesinclude, but are not limited tdhe

NYC Landmarks Preservation Commissidfanhattan @mmunity Board @ndelected
officials. Therefore, the Proposed Project would be supportive of this criterion.

10.Does the project involve communibased planning and collaboration€heck one and
describe:

X Yes [ ] No [ ] NotRelevant

In accordance witlBEQRAand CEQR guidelines,the EAF and Supplemental Report
weremade available for public comment, and the ProposejeBt will be presented to
ManhattanCommunity Boar®. Therefore, thé’roposed ®ject would be supportive of
this criterion.

11.1s the project consistent with local building and land use codes? Check one and describe:
X Yes [ ] No [] NotRelevant

As described in Chapter @f the EAF, “Land Use, ©ning, and Public Policy,” the
Proposed Project would not result in any significant adverse impacts on land use, zoning
or public policy. The proposed use is permittegbfasght, and the total square footage

of the proposedlreaching ad Learning Centewould still be below the maximum
allowablefloor area ratio (FAR”) for the Project Site.The Proposed Project would not
directly displace any land uses adversely affect surrounding land uses, nor would the
Proposed Projeadeneratdand uses that would be incompatible with land uses, zoning,
or public policy in the study arealThe Proposed Project would not create land uses or
structures that would be incompatible with the underlying zoning, nor would the
Proposed Projedause angxisting structures to become noonforming The Proposed
Projectwould not result in land uses that conflict with public policies applicable to the
study area.The proposd actions are specific to the Projede%nd would not apply to
any other areasTherefore, the Proposed Project would be supportive of this criterion.
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12.Does the project promote sustainability by strengthening existing and ngreadiw
communities which reduce greenhouse gas emissions and do not compromise the needs of

future genergons?
X Yes [ ] No [_] NotRelevant

As described above, the Proposed Project would seek LEED Silver certificatian.
Barnard College campus is wskrved by public transportation. In additicine
Proposed Project would encourage public involvement through the public comment
process and through ongoing public consultationgccordance witSEQRAandCEQR
guidelines. For these reasons, the Proposed Project would be supportive of thoga criteri

13.During the development of the project, was there biwsskd public involvement?
(Documentation may includSEQR coordination with involved and interested agencies,
SPDES permit issuance/revision notice, approval of Bond Resolution, formation wf,distr
evidence of public hearings, Environmental Notice Bulletin (“ENB”) or other phbd
notices, letters of support, etcGheck one and describe:

X Yes [ ] No [_] NotRelevant
As described aboven accordance wittSEQRAand CEQR guidelines,the EAF and
Supplemental Repoweremade available for public comment, and the ProposejeEt
will be presented to Manhattan Community Board Bherefore, theProposed Pject
would be supportive of this criterion.

14. Does the Recipient have an ongoing governance structure to sustain thredntpteon of
community planning? Check one and describe:

[ ] Yes [ ] No [X Not Relevant
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DASNY has reviewed the avidable information regarding this project and finds:

X The project was developed in general consistency with the relevant Smart Growth
Criteria.

[ ] The project was not developed in general consistency with the relSwsart Growth
Criteria.

[] It was impracticable to develop this project in a manner consistent with thenteSewart
Growth Criteria for the following reasons:

ATTESTATION

I, President of DASNY/designee of the President of DASN&fgby attest that the
Proposed Project, to the extent practicable, meets the relevant criteriahsabtme and that
to the extent that it is not practical to meet any relevant criterion, for the reagensbove.

Signature

Jack D. Homkow, Director, Office of Environmental Affairs
Print Name andTitle

Date
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MEWYORK | Parks, Recreation

STATE O

erast. | and Historic Preservation
ANDREW M. CUDKO ROSE HARVEY
Eowvarnor M missiner

March D&, 2015

Mr. Matthew Stanley

Senior Environmental Manager
Dormitory Authority - State of New York
Office of Environmental Affairs

Cne Penn Plaza - 52nd Floor

Mew York, NY 10119

Re: DASNY
Bamard College Teaching and Learning Center
3009 Broadway, New York, NY 10027
15PROD438

Dear Mr. Stanley:

Thank you for requesting the commeants of the Division for Historic Presarvation of the Office of
Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (OPBHP). We have reviewed the provided
documents in accordance with the Mew York State Historic Preservation Act of 1980 (Saction
14,09 of the New York Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation Law). These commenis
are those of the Division for Historic Preservation and relate only to Historic/Cultural resources.
They do not include potential environmental impacts to New York State Parkland that may be
involved in or near your project. Such impacts must be considered as part of the environmental
review of the project pursuant to the State Environmental Guality Review Act (Mew York
Environmental Conservation Law Article 8) and its implementing regulations (6 NYCRR Part
617).

We have no objection to DASNY as the lead agency for the SEQR review process. We would

like to provide some preliminary comments based upon our review of the submitted matenals:

1. We note that Lehman Hall is not eligible for listing on the State or National Registers of
Historic Places. As such, wa would not object to its demaolition.

2. Wa note that Barnard Hall (aka Students” Hall) is listed on the State and National
Registers of Historic Places.

3. We understand that the gymnasium in Barnard Hall is proposed to be usad for swing
gpace during the proposad construction nearby. As describad, the use would require
the addition of a second floor within the gym and what appear to be extensive changes
to the existing space,

a. It iz likely that this work would constitute an Adverse Impact to this historic
building. The gymnasium is identified in the Mational Register documentation as
significant and should be retained.

b. Barnard Hall iz significant for its architecture as a fine work designed by notable
New York City architect Amold Brunner and designed in a style that combines
ltalian Renaissance massing and detail with Colonial-inspired fealures.

4. Wa recommend a construction protection plan be included to protect all historic buildings
within 90 feet of the proposed construction.

Division for Historlc Preservation
PO, Box 18%, Waterdiord, Mew York 1218820185 « (518} 2378843 « www nysparks, com



It is unclear in the current documentation if the work proposed for the gymnasium in Barnard
Hall is intended to be temporary until the new building construction is complete. If the
proposed work were designed to be temporary and the impacts upon the historic gym
minimized we could agree the work is appropriate. At this time, we request additional details
and study into the proposed work at Barnard Hall. In addition, we suggest the development of
an alternatives analysis that could bring forth ways to minimize or remove harm to the
character-defining features of Bernard Hall begin.

If you have any questions, | can be reached at (518) 268-2181.
Sincerely,

Beth A. Cumming
Senior Historic Site Restoration Coordinator
e-mail: beth.cumming@parks.ny.gov via e-mail only



Part 2 is to be compléed by the lead agency[Par

Agency Use Only [If applicable]

Full Environmental Assessment Form Project : [Bamard College Teaching & Leaming Ctr ]
Part 2 - Identification of Potential Project Impacts Date: [warch 10, 2015 |

IS desig Y inven Tesour at could

p
|be affected by a proposed project or agti®Ve recognize that the lead agesagviewer(s) will not necessarily be environmental

professionals. So, the questiars designed to walk a reviewer through tsseasment process by providing a series of igmsshat
can be answered using the information found in Part 1. Tiefuaissist the lead agency imymeting Part 2, the form idefigs the
most relevant questions in Part 1 that will provide the information needed to answer the Part 2 question. When Pare2ds tdwenpl
lead agency will have identified the relevant environmental areas that may be impacted by the proposed activity.

If the lead agency is a state ageaad the action is in any Coastal Ar¢a, complee Coastal Assessmenirkpbefore proceeding
with this assessment.

Tips for completing Part 2:

Review all of the information provided in Part 1.

Review any application, maps, suppagtimaterials and the Full EAF Workbook.

Answer each of the 18 questions in Part 2.

If you answer Yes” to a numbered question, please complete all the questions that follow in that section.

If you answer No” to a numbered questiomove on to the next numbered question.

Check appropriate column to indicalee anticipated size of the impact.

Proposed projects that would exceed a numeric threshold contained in a cglestidrresult in the reviewing agency
checking the box “Moerate to large impact may occur.”

The reviewer is not expected to de expert in environmental analysis.

If you are not sure or undecided about the size of an impact, it may help to review thestidnrgtior the general
question and consult the workbook.

When answering a question consider all components of the proposed activity, thatwbolkeeaction.

Consider the possibility for long-term and cuative impacts as well as direct impacts.

Answer the question in a reasonable manner censigithe scale and context of the project.

1. Impacton Land]
Proposed action may involve constroation, or physical alteration of, [INO Ol YES
the land surface of the proposed site. (See Part 1. D.1)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - j. If “No”, move on to Section 2.
Relevant No, or Moderate
Part | small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur
a. The proposed action may involve construction on land where depth to water tablg'ﬁj O 0
less than 3 feet.
b. The proposed action may involve construction on slopes of 15% or greater. E2f
c. The proposed action may involve construction on land where bedrock is exposed;2a O [l
generally within 5 feet of existing ground surface.
d. The proposed action may involve the excavation and removal of more than 1,00@&ms 0l [l
of natural material.
e. The proposed action may involve construction that continues for more than ong y&ke O O
or in multiple phases.
f. The proposed action may result in increased erosion, whether from physical D2e, D2q O O
disturbance or vegetation removal (including from treatment by herbicides).
g. The proposed action is, or may be, ledawithin a Coastdtrosion hazard area. B1i Ol [l
h. Other impacts: O O
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2. [Impact on Geological Features

The proposed action may result in the modification or destruction of, or inhibit

access to, any unique or unusual land forms on the site (e.g., cliffs, dunes, [ONO []JYES
minerals, fossils, caves). (See Part 1. E.2.9)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - ¢. If “No”, move on to Section 3.
Relevant No, or Moderate
Part | small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur
a. ldentify the specific land form(s) attached: E2g o o
b. The proposed action may affect or is ad to a geological feature listed as a E3c | |
registered National Natural Landmark.
Specific feature:
c. Other impacts: o o
3. |Impacts on Surface Watefr
The proposed action may affect onemwre wetlands or other surface water ONo LJYES
bodies (e.g., streams, rivers, ponds or lakes). (See Part 1. D.2, E.2.h)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - I. If “No”, move on to Section 4
Relevant No, or Moderate
Part | small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur
a. The proposed action may create a new water body. D2b, D1h ] |
b. The proposed action may result in an inaeasdecrease of over 10% or more than22P = =
10 acre increase or dease in the surface areaawfy body of water.
c. The proposed action may involve dredging more than 100 cubic yards of materjaD2a o o
from a wetland or water body.
d. The proposed action may involve construction within or adjoining a freshwater oiE2h o o
tidal wetland, or in the bed or banks of any other water body.
e. The proposed action may create turbiditg imaterbody, either from upland erosicn,D2a, D2h | |
runoff or by disturbing bottom sediments.
f. The proposed action may include construction of one or more intake(s) for withdrbal ] o
of water from surface water.
g. The proposed action may include construction of one or more outfall(s) for disch&xge ] o
of wastewater to surface water(s).
h. The proposed action may cause soiliergor otherwise create a source of D2e | ]
stormwater discharge that may lead to siltation or other degradation of receiving
water bodies.
i. The proposed action may affect the wateality of any water bodies within or E2h | ]
downstream of the site of the proposed action.
j. The proposed action may involve the apglmaof pesticides or herbicides in or D2q, E2h o o
around any water body.
k. The proposed action may require the construction of new, or expansion of existin®1a, D2d ] ]
wastewater treatment facilities.
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I. Other impacts: o o
4. |Impact on groundwater
The proposed action may result in new or additional use of ground water, or ElNO |:|YES
may have the potential to introduce contaanits to ground water or an aquifer.
(See Part1.D.2.a,D.2.c, D.2.d, D.2.p, D.2.q, D.2.t)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - h. If “No”, move on to Section 5.
Relevant No, or Moderate
Part | small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur
a. The proposed action may require new water supply wells, or create additional ddazand o o
on supplies from existing water supply wells.
b. Water supply demand from the proposetion may exceed safe and sustainable | D2c | |
withdrawal capacity rate of the local supply or aquifer.
Cite Source:
c. The proposed action may allow or result in residential uses in areas without watebaadD2c ] ]
sewer services.
d. The proposed action may include or require wastewater discharged to groundwalzd, E2I O O
e. The proposed action may result in the construction of water supply wells in locatidg@s, E1f, | |
where groundwater is, or isspected to be, contaminated. Elg, Elh
f. The proposed action may require the bulk storage of petroleum or chemical prodiR2p, E2I o o
over ground water or an aquifer.
g. The proposed action may involve the comriad@pplication of pesticides within 100E2h, D2q, m] |
feet of potable drinking water or irrigation sources. E2l, D2c
h. Other impacts: o o
5. [Impact on Flooding
The proposed action may result in development on lands subject to flooding. [O] NO ]YES
(See Part 1. E.2)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - g. If “No”, move on to Section 6.
Relevant No, or Moderate
Part | small to large
Question(s)| impact impact may
may occur occur
a. The proposed action may result in development in a designated floodway. E2i o o
b. The proposed action may result in development within a 100 year floodplain. E2j | |
c. The proposed action may result in development within a 500 year floodplain. E2k ] ]
d. The proposed action may result in, or require, modification of existing drainage | D2b, D2e o o
patterns.
e. The proposed action may change flood water flows that contribute to flooding. | D2b, E2i, | |
E2j, E2k
f. If there is adamlocatedon the siteof the proposed actions the damin need of repair, | Ele | |
or upgrade?
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g. Other impacts: - -
6. [Impacts on Airf
The proposed action may include a state regulated air emission source. ElNO |:|YES
(See Part 1. D.2.f.,, D,2,h, D.2.9)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - f. If “No”, move on to Section 7.
Relevant No, or Moderate
Part | small to large
Question(s)| impact impact may
may occur occur
a. If the proposed action requires federastate air emission permits, the action may
also emit one or more greenhouse gadeor above the following levels:
i. More than 100 tons/year of carbon dioxide (O D2g | ]
ii. More than 3.5 tons/yeaff nitrousoxide (NO) D2g | o
iii. More than 1000 tons/year earbon equivalent of perfluorocarbons (PFCs) D2g - o
iv. More than .045 tons/year of sulfur hexafluorided)SF D2g E E
v. More than 1000 tons/year of carbon dioxide equivalent of D2g
hydrochlorofburocarbons (HFCgmissions
vi. 43 tons/year or more of methane D2h o =
b. The proposed action may generate 10 tons/year or more of any one designatecl| D2g o o
hazardous air pollutant, or 25 tons/yeamare of any combination of such hazardous
air pollutants.
c. The proposed action may require a state air registration, or may produce an emissiPRsD2g o o
rate of total contaminantbat may exceed 5 Ibs. per lpar may include a heat
source capable of producing more than 10 million BTjhér hour.
d. Theproposedaction may reacb0%of any of thethresholds in“a” through “c”, D2g | |
above.
e. The proposed action may result in the combustion or thermal treatment of more tHa®s1 ] o
ton of refuse per hour.
f. Other impacts: ] |

7. Impact on Plants and Animal$

The proposed action may result in a loss of flora or fauna. (See Part 1. E.2. m.-q.) [JJNO

If “Yes”, answer questions a - j. If “No”, move on to Section 8.

[]YES

Relevant No, or Moderate
Part | small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur
a. The proposed action may cause reduction in population or loss of individuals of| 2ng0 o o
threatened or endangered species, aslllsfeNew York State or the Federal
government, that use the site, or are found on, over, or near the site.
b. The proposed action may result in a reduction or degradation of any habitat used=2p ] ]
any rare, threatened or endangered specidistes by New York State or the federjal
government.
c. The proposed action may cause reduction in population, or loss of individuals, ¢fiz2y ] ]
species of special concern or conservatiead, as listed by New York State or tha
Federal government, that use the site, or are found on, over, or near the site.
d. The proposed action may result in a reduction or degradation of any habitat used=y ] ]

any species of special concern and consiervaeed, as listed by New York State p
the Federal government.

r
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e. The proposed action may diminish thpazity of a registered National Natural E3c o o
Landmark to support the biological community it was established to protect.
f. The proposed action may result in the removal of, or ground disturbance in, any| E2n ] |
portion of a designated significant natural community.
Source:
g. The proposed action may substantially interfere with nesting/breeding, foraging,
S ; . . : m o o
over-wintering habitat for the predominant species that occupy or use the projectsite.
h. The proposed action requires the conversion of more than 10 acres of forest, Elb ] ]
grassland or any other regionally or locally important habitat.
Habitat type & information source:
i. Proposed action (commercial, industrial or recreational projects, only) involves us@2sf o o
herbicides or pesticides.
j. Other impacts: o o

8. [Impact on Agricultural Resources

The proposed action may impact agricultural resources. (See Part 1. E.3.a. and b.)IENO

If “Yes”, answer questions a - h. If “No”, move on to Section 9.

[ ]YES

Relevant No, or Moderate
Part | small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur

a. The proposed action may impact soil classified within soil group 1 through 4 of tHe2c, E3b ] ]
NYS Land Classification System.

b. The proposed action may sever, crosstioerwise limit access to agricultural land | Ela, Elb ] ]
(includes cropland, hayfields, pasture, vineyard, orchard, etc).

c. The proposed action may result in the gatian or compaction of the soil profile ¢f E3b ] ]
active agricultural land.

d. The proposed action may irreversiblyieert agricultural land to non-agricultural | E1lb, E3a o o
uses, either more than 2.5 acres if locateghid\gricultural District, or more than 10
acres if not within an Agricultural District.

e. The proposed action may disrupt or prevent installation of an agricultural land | El a, E1b o o
management system.

f. The proposed action may result, direathjindirectly, in increased development C2c, C3, ] m]
potential or pressure on farmland. D2c, D2d

g. The proposed project is not consistent with the adopted municipal Farmland C2c ] |
Protection Plan.

h. Other impacts: ] ]
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9. |Impact on Aesthetic Resources
The land use of the proposed action are obviously different from, or are in Olno
sharp contrast to, current land use patterns between the proposed project and

[ JYES

a scenic or aesthetic resource. (Part 1. E.1.a, E.1.b, E.3.h))
If “Yes”, answer questions a - g. If “No”, go to Section 10.

Relevant No, or Moderate
Part | small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur
a. Proposed action may be visible from anycidfly designated federal, state, or local E3h o ]
scenic or aesthetic resource.
b. The proposed action may result in the obstruction, elimination or significant E3h, C2b o o
screening of one or more officially designated scenic views.
c. The proposed action may be visifitem publicly accesbie vantage points: E3h
i. Seasonally (e.g., screened by summer foliage, but visible during other seascns) ] ]
ii. Year round | |
d. The situation or activity in which viewers are engaged while viewing the proposg&3h
action is: E2q
i. Routine travel by residentsicluding travel to and from work ' O O
ii. Recreational or tourism based activities Elc - -
e. The proposed action may cause a diminishment of the public enjoyment and E3h o ]
appreciation of the desigted aesthetic resource.
f. There are similar projects visible wiiththe following distance of the proposed Dla, Ela, i i
project: D1if, D1g
0-1/2 mile
Y -3 mile
3-5 mile
5+ mile
g. Other impacts: o o

10. [Impact on Historic and Archeological Resources

The proposed action may occur in or adjacent to a historic or archaeological |:| NO

resource. (Part 1. E.3.e,f.and g.)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - e. If “N0”, go to Section 11.

[O]YES

Relevant No, or Moderate
Part | small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur

a. The proposed action may occur wholly attipily within, or substantially contiguous E3e O O

to, any buildings, archaeological site or district which is listed on or has been

nominated by the NYS Board of Historic Preservation for inclusion on the State|or

National Register of Historic Places.
b. The proposed action may occur wholly ortiadly within, or substantially contiguous E3f O O

to, an area designated as sensitive for antbgieal sites on the NY State Historic

Preservation Office (SHPO) archaeological site inventory.
c. The proposed action may occur wholly ortipdly within, or substantially contiguous E3g ) O

to, an archaeological site not inded on the NY SHPO inventory.

Source:
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d. Other impacts: O O
e. If any of the above (a-d) are answere@sY, continue with the following questions
to help support conclusions in Part 3:
i. The proposed action may result in the destruction or alteration of all or pafE3e, E3g, | |
of the site or property. E3f
ii. The proposed action may result in the alteration of the property’s setting 0E3e, E3f, ] O
integrity. E3g, Ela,
Elb
iii. The proposed action may result in the introduction of visual elements whidh3e, E3f, Ol O
are out of character with tsite or property, or may alter its setting. E3g, E3h,
C2,C3

11. |Impact on Open Space and Recreatipn

The proposed action may result in a loss of recreational opportunities or a @ NO

reduction of an open space resource as designated in any adopted
municipal open space plan.

(See Part1.C.2.c,E.1.c,,E.2.q.)

If “Yes”, answer questions a - e. If “No”, go to Section 12.

[ ]YES

Relevant No, or Moderate
Part | small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur
a. The proposed action may result in an impairment of natural functions, or “ecosysi¥tr, E1b O O
services”, provided by an undeveloped area, including but not limited to stormwalteth,
storage, nutrient cycling, wildlife habitat. E2m, E20,
E2n, E2p
b. The proposed action may result in the losa ofirrent or future recreational resourcé-2a, E1c, ] |
C2c, E2q
c. The proposed action may eliminate oppace or recreational resource in an area.| C2a, C2c ] |
with few such resources. Elc, E2q
d. The proposed action may result in loss of an area now used informally by the | C2c, Elc ] |
community as an open space resource.
e. Other impacts: ] m|

12. [Impact on Critical Environmental Areag
The proposed action may be located within or adjacent to a critical
environmental area (CEA). (See Part 1. E.3.d)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - c. If “No”, go to Section 13.

[O]NO

[ ]vEs

Relevant No, or Moderate
Part | small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur

a. The proposed action may result in a reduction in the quantity of the resource or E3d o o
characteristic which was the basis for designation of the CEA.

b. The proposed action may result in a reduction in the quality of the resource or | E3d o o
characteristic which was the basis for designation of the CEA.

c. Other impacts: | o
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13. [Impact on Transportation|
The proposed action may result in amp@ato existing transportation systems.
(See Part 1. D.2.))
If “Yes”, answer questions a - g. If “No”, go to Section 14.

[O]no

[ ]ves

Relevant No, or Moderate
Part | small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur
a. Projected traffic increase may exceagacity of existing road network. D2j o o
b. The proposed action may result in the construction of paved parking area for 5QM@j o o
more vehicles.
c. The proposed action will geade existing transit access. D2j ] ]
d. The proposed action will degrade exigtpedestrian or bicycle accommodations. | D2] | |
e. The proposed action may alter the present pattern of movement of people or gooB2j o o
f. Other impacts: o o

14.[{Impact on Energy
The proposed action may cause an incr@atiee use of any form of energy.
(See Part 1. D.2.k)

If “Yes”, answer questions a - e. If “N0”, go to Section 15.

[O]NO

[ ]YES

Relevant No, or Moderate
Part | small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur

a. The proposed action will require a newanrupgrade to an existing, substation. D2k o o
b. The proposed action will require the creatiy extension of an energy transmissionDA1f, o o

or supply system to serve mdtan 50 single or two-family residences or to servg ®1q, D2k

commercial or industrial use.
c. The proposed action may utilize more than 2,500 MWhrs per year of electricity.| D2k o o
d. The proposed action may involve heating and/or cooling of more than 100,000 s@iage o o

feet of building area when completed.

e. Other Impacts:

15. [Impact on Noise, Odor, and Light
The proposed action may result in an @&ge in noise, odors, or outdoor Iightin@ NO
(See Part 1. D.2.m., n., and 0.)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - f. If “N0”, go to Section 16.

[ ]YES

Relevant No, or Moderate
Part | small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur

a. The proposed action may produce sourmy@lmoise levels established by local D2m ] |
regulation.

b. The proposed action may result in blagtivithin 1,500 feet of any residence, D2m, Eld ] |
hospital, school, licensed day care center, or nursing home.

c. The proposed action may result in routine odors for more than one hour per day. D2o ] O
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d. The proposed action may result in light shining onto adjoining properties. D2n o o
e. The proposed action may result in lighting creating sky-glow brighter than existing2n, Ela ] |
area conditions.
f. Other impacts: ] ]
16.[Impact on Human Health
The proposed action may have an impact on human health from exposure @ NO |:|YES
to new or existing sources of contaminants. (See Part 1.D.2.q., E.1. d. f. g. and h.)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - m. If “No”, go to Section 17.
Relevant No,or Moderate
Part | small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may cccur occur
a. The proposed action is located with50Q feet of a school, hospital, licensed day | E1d o o
care center, group home, nurshmme or retirement community.
b. The site of the proposed action is currently undergoing remediation. Elg, Elh i i
c. There is a completed emergency spill remediation, or a completed environmertaEdigs E1h ] |
remediation on, or adjacent togethite of the proposed action.
d. The site of the actiois subject taan nstitutional controlimiting the use of the Elg, Elh ] |
property (e.g.easemendr deedrestriction)
e. The proposed action may affect instituticz@ntrol measures that were put in place E1g, Elh ] ]
to ensure that the site remains protective of the environment and human health|.
f. The proposed action has adequate comtedsures in place to ensure that future | D2t o o
generation, treatment and/or disposal of hazardous wastes will be protective of|the
environment and human health.
g. The proposed action involves construction or modification of a solid waste D2q, E1f o o
management facility.
h. The proposed action may result in theartténg of solid ohazardous waste. D2q, E1f i i
i. The proposed action may result in an increéaghe rate of disposal, or processing, oP2r, D2s ] |
solid waste.
j. The proposed action may result in excavation or other disturbance within 2000 fe&tléf E1g ] ]
a site used for the disposal of solid or hazardous waste. Elh
k. The proposed action may result in the migration of explosive gases from a landfilE1f, E1g ] ]
site to adjacent off site structures.
l. The proposed action may result in thesesde of contaminated leachate from the | D2s, E1f, O O
project site. D2r
m. Other impacts:
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17.[Consistency with Community Plans

The proposed action is not consistent with adopted land use plans.
(See Part 1. C.1, C.2. and C.3.)

If “Yes”, answer questions a - h. If “No”, go to Section 18.

[O]NnO

[ ]vEs

Relevant No, or Moderate
Part | small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur
. The proposed action’s land use components may be different from, or in sharg| C2, C3, Dla | |
contrast to, current surrounding land use pattern(s). Ela, Elb
. The proposed action will cause the permanent population of the city, town or vi|l&g2 o o
in which the project is located to grow by more than 5%.
. The proposed action is inconsistent with local land use plans or zoning regulatios2, C2, C3 a o
. The proposed action is inconsistent with any County plans, or other regional landCds€2 ] ]
plans.
. The proposed action may cause a change in the density of development that is| 68, D1c, ] |
supported by existing infrastructure or is distant from existing infrastructure. D1d, D1f,
D1d, Elb
f. The proposed action is located in aeaacharacterized by low density development C4, D2c, D2d o o
that will require new or expanded public infrastructure. D2j
g. The proposed action may induce secondary development impacts (e.g., residentz2ar o S|
commercial development not included in the proposed action)
h. Other: ] o

18. |Consistency with Community Charactdr

The proposed project is inconsistesith the existing community character.
(See Part1.C.2,C.3,D.2, E.3)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - g. If “No”, proceed to Part 3.

[O]NO

[ ]YES

Relevant No, or Moderate
Part | small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur
. The proposed action may replace or elatgrexisting facilities, structures, or areas E3e, E3f, E3g | |
of historic importance to the community.
. The proposed action may create a demand for additional community services (3.%.4 O O
schools, police and fire)
. The proposed action maysglace affordable or low-income housing in an area wheg@, C3, D1f | |
there is a shortage of such housing. Dlg, Ela
. The proposed action may interfere with tise or enjoyment offficially recognized | C2, E3 ] |
or designated public resources.
. The proposed action is inconsisteithwthe predominant ahitectural scale and C2,C3 | |
character.
f. Proposed action is inconsistent with tiaracter of the existing natural landscape,| C2, C3 o o
Ela, Elb
E2g, E2h
g. Other impacts: o o

PRINT FULL FORM
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DASNY

STATE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY REVIEW
NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Date: March 10, 2015

Lead Agency: Dormitory Authority State of New York
515 Broadway
Albany, New York 12207-2964

Applicant: Barnard College
3009 Broadway
New York, New York 10027

This notice is issued pursuant to the State Environmental Quality Review Act (“SEQRA”),
codified at Article 8 of the New York Environmental Conservation Law (“ECL”), and its
implementing regulations, promulgated at Part 617 of Title 6 of the New York Codes, Rules and
Regulations (“N.Y.C.R.R.”), which collectively contain the requirements for the New York State
Environmental Quality Review (“SEQR”) process.

The Dormitory Authority State of New York (“DASNY”), as lead agency, has determined

that the Proposed Action described below will not have a significant adverse effect on the
environment and a Draft Environmental Impact Statement will not be prepared.

Title of Action: Barnard College
Teaching and Learning Center (2015 Financing Project)
(Independent Colleges and Universities)

SEQR Status: Type | Action —6 N.Y.C.R.R. § 617.4(b)(9)

Review Type: Coordinated Review



DASNY SEQR Negative Declaration

Barnard College Teaching and Learning Center (2015 Financing Project)

Proposed Action

The Dormitory Authority State of New York (“DASNY”) has received a funding request
from Barnard College (“Barnard” or the “College”) pursuant to DASNY’s Independent Colleges
and Universities Program for its Teaching and Learning Center (2015 Financing Project). For
purposes of State Environmental Quality Review (“SEQR”), the Proposed Action would consist of
DASNY’s authorization of the issuance of approximately $170,000,000 in fixed- and/or variable-
rate, tax-exempt and/or taxable bonds to be sold through a negotiated offering and/or a private
placement, on behalf of Barnard.

Proposed Project

The proceeds of the bond issuance would be used to finance the construction of a new,
approximately 132,600-gross-square-foot (“gsf”), Teaching and Learning Center (the “Proposed
Project”) on the Barnard College campus. The Proposed Project would include the demolition of
the existing 65,000-gsf Lehman Hall, as well as the renovation of portions of Barnard Hall, to
serve as swing space during construction of the Teaching and Learning Center.

Construction of the proposed Teaching and Learning Center would commence in March
2016 and completed by August 2018.

The Proposed Project would also involve refunding of all or a portion of DASNY’s Barnard
College Insured Revenue Bonds, Series 2004 and Series 2007A, as well as a series of campus-
wide renovation and maintenance projects at various buildings.

Location of Proposed Project

The Proposed Project would be located on the Barnard College campus bounded by West
120™ Street to the north, West 116™ Street to the south, Broadway to the east, and Claremont
Avenue to the west, in the borough of Manhattan, New York County, New York (the “Project
Site”).

Description of the Institution

Founded in 1889, Barnard College is an independent, undergraduate, liberal arts college
for women affiliated with Columbia University (“Columbia”). With 375 faculty members, current
enrollment is approximately 2,400 students of which 90 percent live in Barnard or Columbia
residence facilities. From its inception, Barnard has had as its primary commitment the
academic, personal, and professional success of women. Women number over 65 percent of the
faculty and are well represented in the administration. Barnard’s relationship with Columbia as
well as ties to the Julliard School, the Manhattan School of Music and the Jewish Theological
Seminary of America, give students a wide range of educational options.
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Barnard College Teaching and Learning Center (2015 Financing Project)

Reasons Supporting This Determination

Overview. DASNY completed this environmental review in accordance with the
procedures set forth in the State Environmental Quality Review Act (“SEQRA”), codified at Article
8 of the New York Environmental Conservation Law (“ECL”), and its implementing regulations,
promulgated at Part 617 of Title 6 of the New York Codes, Rules and Regulations (“N.Y.C.R.R.”),
which collectively contain the requirements for the SEQR process. The environmental review
followed the 2014 City Environmental Quality Review (“CEQR”) Technical Manual* for evaluating
the Proposed Project, unless stated otherwise.

The Proposed Project was also reviewed in conformance with the New York State Historic
Preservation Act of 1980 (“SHPA”), especially the implementing regulations of Section 14.09 of
the Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation Law (“PRHPL”). Additionally, the Proposed
Project was reviewed in conformance with the State Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy
Act (“SSGPIPA”).

Representatives of DASNY reviewed the SEQR Environmental Assessment Form-Part |
(“EAF-Part 1”) and supporting documentation for the Proposed Project (attached), and made a
determination that the Proposed Project was a Type | Action pursuant to 6 N.Y.C.R.R. §
617.4(b)(9). On February 6, 2015, DASNY circulated a lead agency request letter and the EAF-
Part | to the involved agencies and interested parties. There being no objection to DASNY
assuming SEQR lead agency status, it conducted a coordinated review among the involved
agencies.

DASNY representatives visited the Project Site and environs and discussed the Proposed
Project’s possible environmental effects with representatives of Barnard and the involved
agencies. Based on the above, and the additional information set forth below, DASNY as lead
agency has analyzed the relevant areas of environmental concern and determined that the
Proposed Project would not have a significant adverse effect on the environment and a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement will not be prepared.

General Findings. The purpose of the Proposed Project is to provide a modern academic
facility for Barnard College. Barnard’s Strategic Plan states that upgrading its physical plant and
improving the appearance and functionality of the College campus and improving and
consolidating the College’s Information Technology systems is necessary. The Proposed Project
would meet these goals by constructing a major new facility that would support Barnard’s
commitment to the joint and interlocked endeavors of teaching and learning, by creating
sufficient space to allow the College to grow for several decades; embracing the latest
technology and thought in library design, creating a learning space based around digital media,

1www.nyc.gov/html/oec/htmI/ceqr/technical manual 2014.shtml
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virtual learning environments, and collaboration; and bringing together students and faculty into
closer geographic proximity, embracing the connections that lie at the core of Barnard’s learning
philosophy. The Proposed Project would also support Barnard’s goal to invest in and expand a
series of campus-based centers that facilitate the continual interaction between students,
faculty, and the rich learning communities provided by New York, by providing new space in the
Teaching and Learning Center for the existing Barnard Center for Research on Women and the
Athena Center for Leadership Studies. In addition, the Proposed Project would provide physical
spaces in support of the College’s goals to develop a series of programs that drive interaction
and thrust its students into the nexus of theory and practice, knowledge, and teaching.

In addition to the Proposed Project described above, Barnard is also seeking financing for
certain refunding, renovation and maintenance projects at various buildings on or in the vicinity
of its Manhattan campus. These components of the proposed financing are described below:

Refunding. This component of the proposed financing would involve a refunding of all or
a portion of DASNY’s Barnard College Insured Revenue Bonds, Series 2004 and Series 2007A
(approximately $58,200,000). Refinancing of existing debt is a Type Il action under SEQR as
specifically designated by 6 N.Y.C.R.R. § 617.5(c)(23).

Renovation and Maintenance Projects. This component of the proposed financing would
involve elevator upgrades across campus; interior renovations in Altschul Hall; energy saving
infrastructure upgrades and capacity upgrades across campus and in Altschul Hall; fire alarm
master plan and upgrade of systems across buildings; additional proximity readers and cameras
for public safety; and renovation of common bathrooms in academic buildings. Replacement,
rehabilitation or reconstruction of a structure or facility, in kind, on the same site, including
upgrading buildings to meet building or fire codes, is a Type Il action under SEQR as specifically
designated by 6 N.Y.C.R.R. § 617.5(c)(2).

DASNY’s overall SEQR classification for all elements of the proposed financing is Type 1.2
The Refunding and Renovation and Maintenance Projects are Type Il actions as specifically
designated by SEQR.> With regard to the Type Il actions associated with the proposed financing,
these “actions have been determined not to have significant impact on the environment or are
otherwise precluded from environmental review under Environmental Conservation Law, article
8.t Therefore, no further SEQR determination or procedure is required for any component of
the Proposed Project identified as Type Il. It is the determination of DASNY that these
components of the Proposed Project would not cumulatively result in significant adverse
environmental impacts.

6 N.Y.C.R.R. § 617.4(b)(9).
*6 N.Y.C.R.R. § 617.5(c)(2 and 23).
*6N.Y.CR.R. § 617.5(a).
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Hence, the environmental review which follows focuses on the Teaching and Learning
Center, referred to hereafter as the “Proposed Project.”

Zoning. According to the Zoning Resolution of the City of New York (“ZRCNY”), the Project
Site is zoned R8 General Residence District. The Proposed Project would conform with all bulk
and use requirements within the R8 zoning district. The proposed use is permitted as of right,
and the total square footage of the proposed Teaching and Learning Center would still be below
the maximum allowable floor area ratio (“FAR”) for the Development Site. Based on 6.5 FAR for
community facilities in R8 districts and a lot area of 189,466 square feet, the maximum potential
development on the Project Site is approximately 1,231,529 zoning square feet (“zsf”);
accounting for the floor area of existing campus buildings as indicated on recent New York City
Department of Buildings (“NYCDOB”) filings, while the Proposed Project would increase zoning
floor area on the Development Site, the FAR on the Project Site would still be within the
allowable FAR for such uses.

No zoning change would be required in order to facilitate the Proposed Project. No
significant adverse zoning impacts would occur.

Land Use. The Project Site, the Barnard College campus, consists primarily of educational
buildings and student residences interspersed with open space, pedestrian walkways, and
outdoor seating areas. Land uses within a 400-foot study radius are characterized by
institutional uses (Columbia University, Teachers College, Union Theological Seminary, Riverside
Church, Interchurch Center, St. Hilda’s and St. Hugh’s School, and Korean Methodist Church and
Institute) followed by residential. Commercial uses within the study area are limited to ground-
floor neighborhood retail stores located along the west side of Broadway between West 114"
Street and West 116" Street. Open spaces within the study area largely consist of the Columbia
University and Barnard College campuses, which contain substantial amounts of landscaped
space, outdoor seating areas, and open lawns suitable for light recreation activities.

The Proposed Project would result in the expansion of an existing institutional land use
on the Development Site. The Proposed Project would not alter or displace any existing land
uses. The Proposed Project would represent an intensification of the existing institutional uses
in the vicinity; however, it would not represent a substantial change in land use. No significant
adverse land use impacts would occur.

Public Policy. The Proposed Project was reviewed for its compliance with the relevant
public policy initiatives that guide development within the project study area.

State Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act Consistency Assessment. The
Proposed Project was reviewed to determine its general consistency with each of the smart
growth public infrastructure criteria. As described in the DASNY Smart Growth Impact Statement
Assessment Form (“SGISAF”), included as an appendix to the SEQR Supplemental Report, the
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Proposed Project would be developed in general consistency with each of the smart growth
public infrastructure criteria.

Overall, the Proposed Project would be developed in compliance with the relevant public
policy initiatives that guide development within the project study area.

Socioeconomic Conditions. The Proposed Project would not introduce or displace any
residents, nor would it displace more than 100 employees or a business or institution. No
increase in enrollment would occur as a result of the Center’s construction; the new facility is
intended to fulfill unmet existing demand for academic facilities by the Barnard College student
body and faculty. The Proposed Project would be consistent with and would contribute to the
existing institutional uses on the Barnard College campus. Therefore, the Proposed Project does
not meet the threshold for further analysis and would not result in any significant adverse
impacts on socioeconomic conditions.

Community Facilities and Services. The Proposed Project would not introduce any new
residential population, or result in the creation of a sizable new neighborhood. The Proposed
Project would not have any direct or indirect effects on nearby community facilities; no
significant adverse community facilities impacts are expected and, thus, no further analysis is
needed.

The Project Site falls within the jurisdiction of New York City Police Department (“NYPD”)
26" Precinct, located at 520 West 126" Street, located approximately 0.53 mile from the Project
Site. Fire Department of the City of New York (“FDNY”) Engine Company 47, located at 502 West
113" Street, would provide a first response in the event of a fire or emergency.

Open Space. An open space assessment is appropriate if a project would have potential
direct or indirect effects on open space. Direct effects occur if there is a physical loss of public
space, the use of an open space is changed so it no longer serves the same user populations,
public access to open space is limited, or there is an increase in noise or air pollutant emissions,
odors, or shadows on a public space that affects its usefulness. Indirect effects occur when the
population introduced by the proposed project would be large enough to noticeably diminish
the ability of the open space to serve the future population. The Proposed Project would not
physically change or eliminate any open space or reduce its utilization or aesthetic value, and
would not introduce any substantial new user population that would create or exacerbate an
over-utilization of existing open space resources. No significant adverse impacts to parks and
open space would occur as a result of the Proposed Project.

Cultural Resources. The Proposed Project was reviewed in conformance with the New
York State Historic Preservation Act of 1980 (“SHPA”), especially the implementing regulations of
Section 14.09 of the Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation Law (“PRHPL”), as well as with
the requirements of the Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”), dated March 18, 1998,
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between DASNY and the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation
(“OPRHP”). The Proposed Project has been submitted to OPRHP and the New York City
Landmarks Preservation Commission (“LPC”) for review.

Archaeological Resources. The Development Site would require excavation for the
proposed building. DASNY is consulting with LPC and OPRHP for their determinations of the
potential archaeological sensitivity of the Development Site. If LPC or OPRHP determines the
development parcel to be potentially sensitive for archaeological resources, then a Phase 1A
Documentary Research Report would be prepared. As relevant, based on the conclusions of the
Phase 1A, and in consultation with OPRHP and LPC, a suitable treatment plan would be devised
for any areas of potential sensitivity. The treatment plan could include construction monitoring
or field testing, depending on the nature of the potential resources identified and the extent of
construction that would take place in specific locations.

Architectural Resources. Lehman Hall was previously determined by OPRHP to be not
eligible for listing on the State and National Registers of Historic Places (“S/NR”); therefore, its
demolition under the Proposed Project would not constitute an adverse impact. In a letter
dated March 6, 2015, OPRHP noted that it would not object to the building’s demolition.

The S/NR-listed Barnard Hall is located within 90 feet of the Development Site. To avoid
potential inadvertent construction-related impacts on this architectural resource, including
ground-borne vibration, falling debris, and accidental damage from heavy machinery, a
Construction Protection Plan (“CPP”) would be developed in consultation with LPC and OPRHP
and implemented by a professional engineer prior to any demolition or construction. The CPP
would follow the New York City Department of Buildings Technical Policy and Procedure Notice
(“PPN”) #10/88 regarding procedures for the avoidance of damage to historic structures
resulting from adjacent construction. The PPN defines adjacent historic structures as being
contiguous or within a lateral distance of 90 feet from a lot under development or alteration.
The CPP would set forth measures for the protection and avoidance of structural and
architectural damage for this resource.

OPRHP, in its letter of March 6, 2015, indicated that it is likely that the renovation of the
Barnard Hall gymnasium would constitute an adverse impact to this historic building. OPRHP has
requested an alternatives analysis that could bring forth ways to minimize or remove harm to
the character-defining features of Barnard Hall. The alternatives analysis is being prepared by
DASNY. The final resolution of any cultural resources aspects of the Proposed Project is subject
to SHPA and its Section 14.09 implementing regulations. DASNY and Barnard look forward to
the development of a Letter of Resolution (“LOR”) with OPRHP, thus allowing the Proposed
Project to proceed.
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Besides Barnard Hall, there are no study area architectural resources located within 90
feet of the Development Site; therefore, the proposed project would not have any adverse
physical impacts on resources in the study area.

The design of the proposed Teaching and Learning Center would include materials
chosen to complement the brick and stone of the nearby historic buildings on the Project Site,
while emphasizing the differences between the historic buildings and the modern design of the
proposed building. These differences would highlight the unique qualities of both the
architectural resources on the Project Site and the modern design of the proposed building. The
proposed Teaching and Learning Center would be taller and larger than the existing Lehman
Hall; however, it would be similar in height to several existing buildings on Barnard’s campus,
most notably Altschul Hall and Sultzberger Hall, and its total area also would be comparable to
other campus buildings. Overall, the proposed building would be consistent with the bulk, uses,
and arrangements of other buildings on the Barnard campus.

Many existing buildings near the Project Site include a variety of building materials that
characterize the period during which the buildings were built. The proposed building would be
designed likewise to characterize the current period in architecture and building technology.
The proposed building would contribute to the eclectic collection of building styles, ages, and
materials found in this area of the Morningside Heights neighborhood. At approximately 210
feet, the proposed building would be of comparable height or shorter than a number of
buildings in the study area, including the Interchurch Center, at 237 feet in height, and the 229-
foot-tall Northwest Science Building at the southeast corner of West 120th Street and Broadway.

Overall, the Proposed Project would not be expected to have any significant adverse
physical, visual, or contextual impacts on historic resources.

Agency Review. DASNY has submitted the Proposed Project to OPRHP and LPC for
review. In a memo dated February 9, 2015, LPC concluded that the Development Site has no
architectural or archaeological significance, and deferred its review to OPRHP. DASNY’s
consultation with OPRHP is ongoing.

The purpose and need for the Proposed Project is articulated in the College’s Strategic
Plan. Barnard College has core objectives which include: dedication to women’s education;
devotion to the liberal arts; maintaining a mutually beneficial relationship with Columbia
University; recruitment and support of top tier faculty; recruitment and intellectual nourishment
of top-tier students; nurturing and expanding diversity within its community; commitment to an
innovative curriculum that aligns with the College’s mission; and providing a distinctive
educational experience for all students. The Proposed Project also serves a necessary public
interest — education, in general, and the training of students, in particular. In order to achieve
these goals, Barnard College notes in its Strategic Plan that upgrading its physical plant and
improving the appearance and functionality of the College’s campus and improving and
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consolidating the College’s Information Technology systems will be necessary. The Proposed
Project would meet these goals by constructing a major new facility that would support
Barnard’s commitment to the joint and interlocked endeavors of teaching and learning, by
creating sufficient space to allow the College to grow for several decades; embracing the latest
technology and thought in library design; creating a learning space based around digital media,
virtual learning environments, and collaboration; and bringing together students and faculty into
closer geographic proximity, embracing the connections that lie at the core of Barnard’s learning
philosophy.

The Proposed Project would also support the College’s goal to invest in and expand a
series of campus-based centers that facilitate the continual interaction between students,
faculty, and the rich learning communities provided by New York, by providing new space in the
Teaching and Learning Center for the existing Barnard Center for Research on Women and the
Athena Center for Leadership Studies. In addition, the Proposed Project would provide physical
spaces in support of the College’s goals to develop a series of programs that drive interaction
and thrust its students into the nexus of theory and practice, knowledge, and teaching. Upon
completion of the Teaching and Learning Center, the swing space in the first floor of Barnard
Hall Gymnasium would be renovated to create a public assembly space. The walls built for the
swing space library would be removed, and a new acoustic ceiling with new lighting would be
installed, and the newly created second floor rest rooms and meeting rooms would remain. The
faculty offices would be reconfigured to house the Barnard College Information Technology
department and additional administrative functions.

DASNY, in exercising its discretion under SEQR, has made a determination that the
Proposed Project will not engender a significant adverse impact. While there is certainly an
impact, it is DASNY’s opinion is that it is neither significant nor adverse. While SHPA requires
that historic preservation policy be given primary consideration in formulating recommendations
or alternatives, it also notes, however, that other factors such as cost, program needs, safety,
efficiency, code requirements or alternative sites may also be considered. The Proposed Project
has not faced any known community opposition. The Proposed Project would not result in the
removal of any of the architecturally distinguished buildings that make up the area, since OPRHP
has previously determined Lehman Hall, which would be demolished, is not eligible for listing on
the S/NR. The new Teaching and Learning Center would be of comparable height or shorter
than a number of buildings in the study area as well as Barnard’s campus. Cladding materials
would be chosen to complement the nearby historic buildings, while emphasizing the
differences between the historic buildings and the modern design of the proposed building.
These differences would highlight the unique qualities of both the architectural resources in the
surrounding area and the modern design of the new Teaching and Learning Center. The
Development Site is located within 90 feet of Barnard Hall (S/NR-eligible), which could
potentially be adversely affected by ground-borne, construction-period vibrations or other
unanticipated potential construction-related impacts. Therefore, to avoid potential adverse
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physical impacts on this building, the Proposed Project would develop and implement a
construction protection plan (“CPP”) in consultation with OPRHP.

With respect to the renovation of the Lefrak Gymnasium within Barnard Hall, including
the building of a second floor within the gymnasium, Barnard College evaluated several
alternatives, before deciding upon the current plan. DASNY has reviewed these alternatives and
it is the opinion of DASNY that there are no feasible and prudent alternatives to the Proposed
Project when issues related to programmatic, efficiency and cost factors are taken into
consideration, but it is nonetheless in the public interest to proceed with the undertaking.
Furthermore, DASNY will require Barnard College to prepare a Historic American Building Survey
(“HABS”) to mitigate the impact of installing a second floor in the gymnasium.

It is the opinion of DASNY that the Proposed Project would have no adverse impact on
historic or cultural resources listed in or eligible for inclusion in the S/NR.

Urban Design and Visual Resources. Urban design is defined as the totality of
components that may affect a pedestrian’s experience of public space. These components
include streets, buildings, visual resources, open spaces, natural resources, and wind. According
to the CEQR Technical Manual, a preliminary assessment of urban design and visual resources is
appropriate when there is the potential for a pedestrian to observe, from the street level, a
physical alteration beyond that allowed by existing zoning. Examples include projects that
permit the modification of yard, height, and setback requirements, and projects that result in an
increase in built floor area beyond what would be allowed “as of right” or in the future without
the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would comply with existing zoning; therefore, no
further analysis is warranted, and the Proposed Project would therefore not result in significant
adverse impacts to urban design and visual resources.

Shadows. According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a shadow is defined as the
circumstance in which a building or other built structure blocks the sun from the land. A shadow
assessment prepared pursuant to CEQR Technical Manual guidelines considers actions that
result in shadows long enough to reach a publicly accessible open space except within an hour
and a half of sunrise or sunset. Additionally, shade cast on buildings by trees and other natural
features are not defined as shadows that would be considered under a CEQR Technical Manual
impact analysis. A shadow assessment is required for actions that would result in the
construction of new structures greater than 50 feet in height or additions to existing structures
that are located adjacent (including across the street) to publicly accessible parks, historic
resources, or important natural features.

A preliminary screening assessment must first be conducted to ascertain whether a
project’s shadow could reach any sunlight-sensitive resources at any time of year. The
preliminary screening assessment consists of three tiers of analysis. The first tier determines a
simple radius around the proposed building representing the longest shadow that could be cast.
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If there are sunlight-sensitive resources within this radius, the analysis proceeds to the second
tier, which reduces the area that could be affected by project shadow by accounting for the fact
that shadows can never be cast between a certain range of angles south of the project site due
to the path of the sun through the sky at the latitude of New York City.

If the second tier of analysis does not eliminate the possibility of new shadows on
sunlight-sensitive resources, a third tier of screening analysis further refines the area that could
be reached by project shadow by looking at specific representative days in each season and
determining the maximum extent of shadow over the course of each representative day.

If the third tier of analysis does not eliminate the possibility of new shadows on sunlight-
sensitive resources, a detailed shadow analysis is required to determine the extent and duration
of the incremental shadow resulting from the project. The detailed analysis provides the data
needed to assess the shadow impacts. The effects of the new shadows on the sunlight-sensitive
resources are described, and their degree of significance is considered.

Given the height of the Proposed Project and its proximity to several sunlight-dependent
resources, the three-tiered preliminary assessment concluded that a detailed shadow analysis
was necessary.

For the detailed analysis, a No Action condition is established, containing existing
buildings and any future developments planned in the area, to model the baseline shadows. The
future condition with the proposed project and its shadows can then be compared to the
baseline condition to determine the incremental shadows that would result with the proposed
project.

Three-dimensional representations of the existing buildings in the study area were
developed using data obtained from the New York City Department of Information Technology
and Telecommunications (“DolTT”) and photos taken during project site visits, and were added
to the three-dimensional model used in the Tier 3 assessment.

Shadows are in constant movement. The computer simulation software produces an
animation showing the movement of shadows over the course of each analysis period. The
analysis determines the time when incremental shadow would enter each resource, and the
time it would exit.

Shadow analyses were performed for each of the representative days and analysis
periods indicated in the Tier 3 assessment.

The detailed analysis showed that on December 21, shadow would fall on the Hudson
River for the initial 7 minutes of the analysis day. This minimal duration of new shadow would
not impact the river.
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Incremental shadow would fall onto portions of Riverside Park for the first hour and 15
minutes of the analysis day. The winter months are not within New York City’s growing season,
and the new shadow would therefore not affect the vegetation. During the hour and 15 minute
duration of new shadow, adjacent areas of Riverside Park would remain in sun for any users
braving the winter morning weather and seeking sun, and the impact would therefore not be
significant for recreational use.

During the spring, summer and fall analysis periods, the intervening buildings west of
Claremont Avenue would prevent incremental project-generated shadow from reaching
Riverside Park. Similarly, in the late afternoons, when project-generated shadow could
otherwise fall onto a portion of Columbia University’s campus, the intervening campus buildings
along the east side of Broadway already cast shadows on those areas, and no incremental
shadow would occur in any season.

Shadow would fall on a small section of one of the Broadway Malls adjacent to West
119" Street in the afternoon of the spring, summer and fall seasons, ranging from approximately
one to two hours in duration. This relatively brief period of new shadow would not significantly
impact the vegetation of the Malls, due to the amount of sunlight available to the resource in
the remainder of the day. In addition, the project-generated shadows would not be anticipated
to adversely affect the usability of the Malls, given that they are used more as a visual resource
than an open space resource. In any case, the incremental shadow would mostly not fall on the
benches at the intersection of Broadway and West 119" Street, and during the periods when it
would, other nearby benches within sight would remain in sun for users seeking sunlit seating.
Therefore the new shadow would not significantly impact the Malls.

Overall, no significant adverse shadow impacts would occur as a result of the Proposed
Project.

Natural Resources. The Project Site is fully developed with a four-story building, paved
areas, and a lawn area that would remain in the future with the Proposed Project. As such,
natural resources within the project site are limited to the few urban-adapted species of wildlife
that utilize building exteriors as habitat and are ubiquitous throughout New York City.
Specifically, these include house sparrows (Passer domesticus), rock pigeons (Columba livia),
European starlings (Sturnus vulgaris), and Norway rats (Rattus norvegicus). The Proposed Project
would not have the potential to result in significant adverse impacts to the urban-tolerant
wildlife species using the Project Site. While individual wildlife may be adversely affected should
suitable habitat not be available nearby, the loss of some individuals would not adversely affect
populations of these wide-spread, urban-tolerant species within the metropolitan region.
Overall, the Proposed Project would not result in any significant adverse impacts to natural
resources within or near the project site, and no further analysis is required.
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Hazardous Materials. The Proposed Project was evaluated for its potential hazardous
materials impacts. A Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (“ESA”) of the Development Site
was performed in March 2015 in accordance with American Society for Testing and Materials
(“ASTM”) Standard E1527-13, Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments: Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment Practice. The ESA included a visual inspection; a review of
historical land use maps, prior reports and local records; and a review of State and federal
regulatory databases relating to use, generation, storage, treatment and/or disposal of
hazardous materials.

The Phase | ESA identified no “Recognized Environmental Conditions” (“RECs”), i.e., the
presence or likely presence of hazardous substances or petroleum in the ground or
groundwater. Identified environmental concerns included off-site reported spills and hazardous
waste generators with limited potential to affect the project site), and the potential presence
(typical of older buildings) of asbestos-containing materials (“ACM”), lead-based paint, and
fluorescent lighting fixtures and other electrical equipment that could include polychlorinated
biphenyls (“PCBs”).

Recommendations. The Proposed Project would entail demolition of the existing Lehman
Hall, excavation for the construction of a new building at its location, and interior renovation in
portions of Barnard Hall. Although these activities could increase pathways for human exposure,
impacts would be avoided by performing the project in accordance with the following:

e During any future subsurface disturbance, excavated soil should be handled
and disposed of in accordance with applicable regulatory requirements. If
dewatering is necessary for the proposed construction, water would be
discharged to sewers in accordance with New York City Department of
Environmental Protection (“NYCDEP”) requirements.

e Any suspect ACM that would be disturbed by the Proposed Project would be
surveyed for asbestos by a NYC-certified asbestos investigator. All such ACM
would be removed and disposed of prior to the disturbance in accordance
with local, state and federal requirements.

e Any activities with the potential to disturb lead-based paint would be
performed in accordance with applicable requirements (including federal
Occupational Safety and Health Administration regulation 29 C.F.R. 1926.62 -
Lead Exposure in Construction).

e Unless there is labeling or test data indicating that any suspect PCB-
containing electrical equipment and fluorescent lighting fixtures do not
contain PCBs, and that any fluorescent lighting bulbs do not contain
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mercury, if disposal is required, it would be conducted in accordance with
applicable federal, state and local requirements.

With these measures, the Proposed Project would not result in any significant adverse
impacts related to hazardous materials.

Infrastructure. The Proposed Project was assessed for its potential effects upon water
supply, wastewater collection and treatment and storm water management systems.

Water Supply. According to the water and sewer generation rates provided in the 2014
CEQR Technical Manual, the Proposed Project would generate a water demand of approximately
35,802 gallons per day (“gpd”).

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a preliminary infrastructure assessment is not
required if the project does not meet the following thresholds:

e If the project would result in an exceptionally large demand for water (e.g.,
those that are projected to use more than one million gallons per day, such
as power plants, very large cooling systems, or large developments); or,

e Is located in an area that experiences low water pressure (e.g. areas at the
end of the water supply distribution system, such as the Rockaway Peninsula
or Coney Island).

The Proposed Project would not result in an exceptionally large demand for water and
would not be located at the end of the water supply distribution system. As such, water
infrastructure impacts are not anticipated and a detailed assessment is not required.

Sanitary Sewage. The Proposed Project would generate sanitary sewage at a rate
commensurate with domestic water consumption, approximately 35,802 gpd. Sanitary sewage
from the Project Site would be conveyed to the North River Wastewater Pollution Control Plant
(“WPCP”), which has a rated capacity of 170 million gallons per day (“mgd”). The amount of
sanitary sewage generated would not be expected to exceed the WPCP’s capacity or affect its
treatment efficiency, and is not expected to overburden the local conveyance system. According
to the CEQR Technical Manual, a preliminary sanitary sewage infrastructure analysis is not
required if the Proposed Project does not exceed the following thresholds:

e |If the project exceeds 400 residential units or 150,000 square feet of
commercial, public facility, and institution and/or community facility space or
more in Brooklyn;

e Islocated in a separately sewered area;

e s located an area that is partially sewered or currently unsewered;
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e Involves development on a site five acres or more with a large amount of
impervious surfaces;

e Would involve development on a site one acre or larger where the amount of
imperious surface would increase and the project is located within the Jamaica
Bay Watershed; or in certain specific drainage areas including: Bronx River,
Coney Island Creek, Flushing Bay and Creek, Gowanus Canal, Hutchinson River,
Newtown Creek, and Westchester Creek; or,

e Would involve construction of a storm water outfall that requires federal and/or
state permits.

The Proposed Project would not involve the construction of 400 or more residential
units, would not involve development on a site that is one acre or larger, where the amount of
impervious surfaces would increase, and the project site is not located within the Bronx River,
Coney Island Creek, Flushing Bay and Creek, Gowanus Canal, Hutchinson River, Newtown Creek
or Westchester Creek drainage area.

No significant adverse impacts are anticipated as a result of the Proposed Project and no
additional analyses are required.

Solid Waste and Sanitation Services. A solid waste assessment determines whether a
project has the potential to cause a substantial increase in solid waste production that may
overburden available waste management capacity or otherwise be inconsistent with the city’s
Solid Waste Management Plan (“SWMP” or “Plan”) or with state policy related to the city’s
integrated solid waste management system. The city’s solid waste system includes waste
minimization at the point of generation, collection, treatment, recycling, composting, transfer,
processing, energy recovery, and disposal. As the Proposed Project would not result in any
additional student, staff, faculty, or visitor populations, it is not expected to generate a
substantial amount of solid waste as defined in the CEQR Technical Manual. Therefore, the
Proposed Project would not affect the city’s capacity to handle solid waste, and no further
analysis is required.

Energy. All new structures requiring heating and cooling in the City of New York are
subject to the New York City Energy Conservation Code. Therefore, the need for a detailed
assessment of energy impacts would be limited to projects that may significantly affect the
transmission or generation of energy. However, a project’s operational energy consumption is
often calculated. It is expected that the Proposed Project, when operational, would consume
approximately 33.343 million British Thermal Units (“BTU”) per year.5 This would not be
considered a significant demand for energy. Further, the Proposed Project would incorporate

> A BTU is the amount of heat energy needed to raise the temperature of one pound of water by one degree Fahrenheit.
This is the standard measurement used to state the amount of energy that a fuel has as well as the amount of output of any heat
generating device.
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measures to achieve Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (“LEED”) Silver certification.
The LEED rating system, developed by the nonprofit U.S. Green Building Council, is a standard
ensuring a high degree of environmental stewardship, considering energy efficiency,
minimization of waste sent to landfills, and other sustainability best practices in building design
and operation. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse impacts
to the consumption or supply of energy.

Transportation. The Proposed Project was evaluated for its potential effects on the
transportation system. The objective of the traffic, parking, transit, and pedestrian analyses was
to determine whether the Proposed Project would have a significant impact on street and
roadway conditions, parking facilities, public transportation facilities and services, and
pedestrian flows.

The Proposed Project would replace an outdated, functionally obsolete library building
with a new state-of-the-art library and academic building. There would be no increase in the
number of students as a result of the Proposed Project. Due to the replacement nature of the
project, no new activities would be introduced to the Project Site that would generate significant
new vehicle trips. Employee staffing is not expected to increase as a result of the Proposed
Project, as existing staff would be relocated to the new building. Accordingly, no further traffic
analysis is required, and no significant traffic, parking, transit or pedestrian impacts would result.

Air Quality. An air quality screening analysis was performed following the CEQR
Technical Manual guidance to determine if the Proposed Project has the potential to cause air
quality impacts. The Proposed Project is not expected to significantly alter traffic conditions,
and the maximum hourly incremental traffic from the Proposed Project would not exceed the
CEQR Technical Manual’s carbon monoxide (“CO”) screening threshold of 170 peak-hour trips at
nearby intersections in the study area, nor would it exceed the fine particulate matter (“PM;s”
emission screening threshold discussed in Chapter 17, Sections 210 and 311 of the 2014 CEQR
Technical Manual. Therefore, a quantified assessment of emissions from project-generated
traffic is not warranted.

The Proposed Project would include a new boiler installation for the new Teaching and
Learning Center. Therefore, a stationary source screening analysis was conducted to evaluate
potential future pollutant concentrations from the proposed heating and hot water system. This
screening analysis, detailed in the attached Supplemental Report, found that emissions from the
Proposed Project would not exceed the threshold for a detailed air quality analysis, therefore no
significant adverse stationary-source air quality impacts are expected as a result of the Proposed
Project.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions. The 2014 CEQR Technical Manual requires a greenhouse gas
(“GHG”) consistency assessment for large projects under Environmental Impact Statement
(“EIS”) review that would result in the development of 350,000 square feet or greater, or for
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projects on a case-by-case basis to determine its consistency with the city’s GHG reduction
goals.6 In addition, the 2014 CEQR Technical Manual guidance suggests that a GHG emissions
assessment may be necessary for projects that involve: (1) power generation (not including
emergency backup power, renewable power, or small-scale-cogeneration); or (2) fundamental
change to the city’s solid waste management system by changing solid waste transport mode,
distances or disposal technologies.7 The Proposed Project does not require the preparation of
an EIS and is not expected to result in significant inconsistencies with the city’s GHG reduction
goals. The Proposed Project would not involve excessive power production or alter the solid
waste management system. Therefore, no significant adverse impacts related to GHG emissions
are anticipated as a result of the Proposed Project.

Although a detailed GHG assessment was not warranted, it is expected that the Proposed
Project would be compatible with the city’s policies to reduce GHG emission.

Noise. The Proposed Project was evaluated for its potential mobile-source and
stationary-source noise impacts. The Proposed Project would not generate sufficient traffic to
have the potential to cause a significant noise impact (i.e., it would not result in a doubling of
noise passenger car equivalents [“Noise PCEs”] which would be necessary to cause a 3-dBA®
increase in noise levels). However, ambient noise levels adjacent to the Development Site were
considered to address CEQR noise abatement requirements for the proposed building.

Attenuation Measures. The proposed Teaching and Learning Center as well as the
proposed renovations to Barnard Hall would be designed and constructed using standard
construction methods and materials, including acoustically-rated windows and air conditioning
as an alternate means of ventilation. The proposed building’s fagades, including these elements,
would be expected to provide a composite Outdoor-Indoor Transmission Class (“OITC”) such that
interior noise levels would be 45 dBA or lower for classroom uses and 50 dBA or lower for office,
laboratory, and administrative uses. Furthermore, because the exterior L10(1h) noise levels at
the project site would be less than 70 dBA, the CEQR Technical Manual does not provide a
specific requirement for the level of window/wall attenuation.

In addition, the building mechanical systems (i.e., heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning) would be designed to meet all applicable noise regulations (i.e., Subchapter 5, §24-
227 of the New York City Noise Control Code and the New York City Department of Buildings
Code) and to avoid generating noise that would significantly increase ambient levels.

®As part of the city’s PlaNYC and the New York City Climate Protection Act (Local Law 22 of 2008), the city has a goal of
reducing citywide greenhouse gas emissions by 30 percent below 2005 levels by 2030.

72014 CEQR Technical Manual, p. 18-7.

& The A-weighted decibel scale is used almost exclusively in vehicle noise measurement because it reflects the frequency
range to which the human ear is most sensitive (1,000-6,000 Hertz). Sound levels measured using an A-weighted decibel scale are
generally expressed as dBA.
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Neighborhood Character. Neighborhood character is a term used to describe the various
elements that contribute to a community or neighborhood — such as land use, architectural
design, visual resources, historic resources, socioeconomics, traffic and noise — from which an
area derives its distinct “personality.” A neighborhood character assessment considers how a
proposed action may affect the context and feeling of a neighborhood by collectively accounting
for its effects on the contributing elements. In general, this assessment is warranted for actions
with the potential to result in significant adverse impacts in one of the technical areas, or if it
may moderately effect several of these areas. The Proposed Project does not have the potential
to result in any significant adverse impacts to any of the above-mentioned areas or the potential
for any combination of moderate effects in more than one area, therefore no neighborhood
character assessment is warranted.

Public Health. Public health involves the activities that society undertakes to protect and
improve the health and well-being of the population. Public health may be jeopardized by poor
air quality, exposure to hazardous materials, noise, and contaminants in soil and water. As
demonstrated in earlier sections, the Proposed Project is not anticipated to result in any
significant adverse impacts to air quality, water quality, hazardous materials, or noise. Hence,
the Proposed Project would not result in any significant adverse impacts to public health and no
further analysis is warranted.

Construction Impacts. The Proposed Project would involve construction activities at the
Development Site. As with all construction projects, work at the Development Site would result
in temporary disruptions to the surrounding area, including occasional noise and dust. The
overall construction duration for the Proposed Project is expected to be approximately three
years. The renovation of the LeFrak Gymnasium is expected to commence in summer 2015 and
would take approximately six months to complete. The Gymnasium would provide campus
swing space for the programs and occupants of Lehman Hall during construction of the proposed
new Teaching and Learning Center. The demolition of the existing Lehman Hall and construction
of the new Teaching and Learning Center expected to take place from March 2016 to August
2018. The most intense construction activities in terms of noise levels and air pollutant
emissions (viz., demolition, excavation, and foundation work, during which a number of large
nonroad diesel engines would be employed) would last for only a portion of the overall
construction duration — approximately one year.

Construction of the Proposed Project would be carried out in accordance with New York
City laws and regulations, which allow construction activities between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m.
on weekdays. If work is required outside of normal construction hours, necessary approvals
would be obtained from the appropriate agencies (i.e., the New York City Department of
Buildings [“NYCDOB”] and NYCDEP). During construction of the Proposed Project, all necessary
measures would be implemented to ensure adherence to the New York City Air Pollution Control
Code regulating construction-related dust emissions and the New York City Noise Control Code
regulating construction noise. In addition, Maintenance and Protection of Traffic (“MPT”) plans
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would be developed for any curb-lane and/or sidewalk closures. Approval of these plans and
implementation of all temporary closures during construction would be coordinated with the
New York City Department of Transportation’s (“NYCDOT"”) Office of Construction Mitigation and
Coordination (“OCMC”). Through implementation of the measures described above, the
temporary adverse effects associated with the proposed construction activities would be
minimized. Accordingly, the Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse impacts
during construction, and no further analysis is required.

For Further Information:

Contact: Jack D. Homkow
Director
Office of Environmental Affairs

Address: Dormitory Authority State of New York
One Penn Plaza, 52™ Floor
New York, New York 10119-0098

Telephone: (212) 273-5033
Fax: (212) 273-5121



Full Environmental Assessment Form
Part 1 — Project and Setting

Instructions for Completing Part 1

Part 1 is to be completed by the applicant or project sponsor. Responses become part of the application for approval or funding, are
subject to public review, and may be subject to further verification.

Complete Part 1 based on information currently available. If additional research or investigation would be needed to fully respond to any
item, please answer as thoroughly as possible based on current information; indicate whether missing information does not exist, or is not
reasonably available to the sponsor; and, when possible, generally describe work or studies which would be necessary to update or fully
develop that information.

Applicants/sponsors must complete all items in Sections A & B. In Sections C, D, & E, most items contain an initial question that must be
answered either “Yes” or “No.” If the answer to the initial question is “Yes,” complete the sub-questions that follow. If the answer to the
initial question is “No,” proceed to the next question. Section F allows the project sponsor to identify and attach any additional information.
Section G requires the name and signature of the project sponsor to verify that the information contained in Part 1 is accurate and complete.

A. Project and Sponsor Information

Name of Action or Project:
Barnard College Teaching and Learning Center

Project Location (describe, and attach a general location map):
Lehman Hall and Barnard Hall—Barnard College Campus (superblock bounded by West 120th Street, West 116th Street,
Broadway, and Claremont Avenue), Borough of Manhattan, New York. See Figure 1, “Project Location.”

Brief Description of Proposed Action (include purpose or need):

See Attachment A, “Project Description” and Figure 2, “Campus Map.”

Barnard College (“Barnard”) is proposing to construct a new, approximately 133,000 gross square foot Teaching and Learning
Center building to replace the existing Lehman Hall (the “Proposed Project”). The Proposed Project would also include interior
renovations to the existing Barnard Hall, for use as swing space during construction of the proposed new building. Demolition of
Lehman Hall is anticipated to commence in January 2016, and the proposed Teaching and Learning Center would be occupied by
August 2018. The Proposed Project would serve Barnard’s existing population, and would not result in an increase in population.

The Proposed Action would consist of DASNY’s authorization of the issuance of bonds on behalf of Barnard to finance the
Proposed Project.

Name of Applicant/Sponsor: Telephone: 212-854-6831

Barnard College E-Mail: rgoldberg@barnard.edu
Address:

3009 Broadway

City/PO: State: Zip Code:
New York NY 10027
Project Contact (if not same as sponsor; give name and title/role): Telephone:

Barnard College—Robert Goldberg, Chief Operating Officer E-Mail:

Address:

3009 Broadway

City/PO: State: Zip Code:
New York NY 10027
Property Owner (if not same as sponsor): Telephone: 212-854-6031

N/A E-Mail: gbeltron@barnard.edu
Address:

City/PO: State: Zip Code:
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B. Government Approvals

B. Government Approvals Funding, or Sponsorship. (“Funding” includes grants, loans, tax relief, and any other forms of financial

assistance.)

Government Entity If Yes: Identify Agency and Approval(s) Application Date
Required (Actual or projected)

a. City Council, Town Board, O Yes H No

or Village Board of Trustees
b. City, Town or Village [J Yes H No

Planning Board or Commission
c¢. City Council, Town or [J Yes H No

Village Zoning Board of Appeals
d. Other local agencies [J Yes H No
e. County agencies [J Yes H No
f. Regional agencies [J Yes H No
g. State agencies B Yes (D No | DASNY Authorization of Issuance of Bonds
h. Federal agencies [J Yes H No
i. Coastal Resources

i. Is the project site within a Coastal Area, or the waterfront area of a Designated Inland Waterway? [ Yes l No
If Yes,

ii. If the project site located in a community with an approved Local Waterfront Revitalization Program? [ Yes L1 No
iii. Is the project site within a Coastal Erosion Hazard Area? O Yes LI No

C. Planning and Zoning
C.1. Planning and zoning actions.
Will administrative or legislative adoption, or amendment of a plan, local law, ordinance, rule or regulation be the [ Yes Il No
only approval(s) which must be granted to enable the proposed action to proceed?

. If Yes, complete sections C, F and G.

. If No, proceed to question C.2 and complete all remaining sections and questions in Part 1.
C.2. Adopted land use plans.
a. Do any municipally adopted (city, town, village or county) comprehensive land use plan(s) include the site [ Yes Il No

where the proposed action would be located?
If Yes, does the comprehensive plan include specific recommendations for the site where the proposed action [ Yes Il No
would be located?
b. Is the site of the proposed action within any local or regional special planning district (for example: Greenway [ Yes Il No

Brownfield Opportunity Area (BOA); designated State or Federal heritage area; watershed management plan; or other?)
If Yes, identify the plan(s):

N/A

c. Is the proposed action located wholly or partially within an area listed in an adopted municipal open space plan, [ Yes Il No

or an adopted municipal farmland protection plan?
If Yes, identify the plan(s):
N/A

Page 2 of 14




2 t | {
g W123ST \‘: —
E i Il
P W 122 ST
2 = —) Kﬂ
o
3
X
Dy
W 121 ST D
- —
L
=
=
o U
= W 120 ST
= z N e
"'94 o
= Barnard
o = W1l9sT || College| —
<C
= | >
3|2 s
[a'= o =
g |3 = Leh =
>_ -
% 3 S Ht;”man %‘ﬂ Col_umb!a &
3 & = < University Z
R | = S =
= o
2 |z » Barnard
* AS Hall
2
(¢b}
=
y Z
- W 116 ST
W1{5 ST L
- W 114 ST -
- W13 ST
AN 10 (= il (B
‘ ' 0 200 FEET
3 Project Site
BARNARD COLLEGE Project Location Map

TEACHING AND LEARNING CENTER Figure 1



2.5.15

BARNARD CAMPUS

® ADMISSIONS OFFICE
Milbank Hall WEST 120™ STREET PLIMPTON HALL ¥

@ ADMISSIONS VISITOR CENTER
Sulzberger Annex (1)

® ARTHUR ROSS GREENHOUSE MILBANK
Milbank Hall 513 00

® ALTSCHUL ATRIUM
Altschul Hall

® HEALTH SERVICES
Brooks Hall, Lower Level

® HELD LECTURE HALL
Barnard Hall 304

© JAMES ROOM ELLIOTT ) THE DIANA
Barnard Hall 418 CENTER

HELENE KAPLAN TOWER ®
MEETING ROOMS
Sulzberger Hall, 17* Floor

® MINOR LATHAM PLAYHOUSE
Milbank Hall, 1st Floor

KRUEGER LECTURE HALL
Milbank Hall 405

@ LE FRAK GYMNASIUM
Barnard Hall, 1st Floor

@ LEHMAN AUDITORIUM
Altschul Hall 202

©® LEWIS PARLOR
Brooks Hall, 1st Floor

SLOATE MEDIA CENTER
Lehman Hall, 3rd Floor

@® THE BARNARD STORE
Diana Center

@® STRENG DANCE STUDIO
Barnard Annex

@ SULZBERGER PARLOR
Barnard Hall, 3rd Floor

VAGELOS ALUMNAE CENTER
Hewitt Hall

ELLA WEED ROOM BROOKS
Milbank Hall 223 0®

@ WOLLMAN LIBRARY
Lehman Hall

1215T STREET

PLIMPTON
®)

120™ STREET

AMSTERDAM

LEHMAN

D LEHMAN
LAWN

CLAREMONT AVENUE
BROADWAY

MAIN GATE

WEST 116™ STREET

® ®
C CAMPUS ENTRANCE N ﬁ
®BUILDING MAIN ENTRANCE

© WHEELCHAIR ENTRANCE

Y SECURITY/INFORMATION
O SUBWAY

110™ STREET

CATHEDRAL
GARDENS )

109™ STREET

¢ CATHEDRAL GARDENS & COLLEGE RESIDENCE HALL
MANHATTAN AVE.

BARNARD COLLEGE Barnard College Campus Map
TEACHING AND LEARNING CENTER Figure 2



C.3. Zoning

a. Is the site of the proposed action located in a municipality with an adopted zoning law or ordinance? M Yes L1 No
If Yes, what is the zoning classification(s) including any applicable overlay district?
R8 residential zoning district

b. Is the use permitted or allowed by a special or conditional use permit? M ves [1No
c. Is a zoning change requested as part of the proposed action? [ Yes Il No
If Yes,

i.What is the proposed new zoning for the site?

C.4. Existing community services.

a. In what school district is the project site located? =~ New York City Community School District 3

b. What police or other public protection forces serve the project site?
New York Police Department (NYPD)

c. Which fire protection and emergency medical services serve the project site?
New York City Fire Department (FDNY)

d. What parks serve the project site?
Riverside Park, Morningside Park, Sakura Park

D. Project Details

D.1. Proposed and Potential Development

a. What is the general nature of the proposed action (e.g., residential, industrial, commercial, recreational; if mixed, include all
components)?

Institutional (Barnard College Teaching and Learning Center)

b. a. Total acreage of the site of the proposed action? +4.35 acres
b. Total acreage to be physically disturbed? +1.05acres
c. Total acreage (project site and any contiguous properties) owned
or controlled by the applicant or project sponsor? +4.35 acres
c. Is the proposed action an expansion of an existing project or use? M Yes L1 No

i. If Yes, what is the approximate percentage of the proposed expansion and identify the units (e.g., acres, miles,

housing units, square feet)? +200%  Units: The existing 65,000 sf Lehman Hall would be replaced by
the proposed 133.000 sf Teaching and Learning Center

d. Is the proposed action a subdivision, or does it include a subdivision? [ Yes Il No
If Yes,
i. Purpose or type of subdivision? (e.g., residential, industrial, commercial; if mixed, specify types)
N/A
ii.Is a cluster/conservation layout proposed? [ Yes L1 No

iii. Number of lots proposed? N/A

iv. Minimum and maximum proposed lot sizes? Minimum N/A Maximum N/A

e. Will proposed action be constructed in multiple phases? [J Yes l No
i. If No, anticipated period of construction: Approx. 36 months
ii. If Yes:

e  Total number of phases anticipated N/A

e Anticipated commencement date of phase 1 (including demolition) N/A month N/A year

e  Anticipated completion date of final phase May month 2018 year

e  Generally describe connections or relationships among phases, including any contingencies where progress of one phase may
determine timing or duration of future phases:

N/A
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f. Does the project include new residential uses? [ Yes Il No

If Yes, show number of units proposed.

One Family Two Family Three Family Multiple Family (four or more)
Initial Phase N/A N/A N/A N/A
At completion
of all phases N/A N/A N/A N/A
g. Does the proposed action include new non-residential construction (including expansions)? M Yes L1 No
If Yes,

i. Total number of structures One
ii. Dimensions (in feet) of largest proposed structure: £190’ height; £142' width; and £235’ length
iii. Approximate extent of building space to be heated or cooled: Approx. 132,600 square feet

h. Does the proposed action include construction or other activities that will result in the impoundment of any [ Yes Il No
liquids, such as creation of a water supply, reservoir, pond, lake, waste lagoon or other storage?

If Yes,
i. Purpose of the impoundment: N/A

ii. If a water impoundment, the principal source of the water: [] Ground Water [] Surface water streams [J Other specify: N/A
iii. If other than water, identify the type of impounded/contained liquids and their source. N/A

iv. Approximate size of the proposed impoundment. Volume: N/A million gallons; surface area: N/A acres

v. Dimensions of the proposed dam or impounding structure: N/A height; N/A length

vi. Construction method/materials for the proposed dam or impounding structure (e.g., earth fill, rock, wood, concrete):

N/A

D.2. Project Operations

a. Does the proposed action include any excavation, mining, or dredging, during construction, operations, or both? [ Yes Il No
(Not including general site preparation, grading, or installation of utilities or foundations where all excavated
materials will remain onsite)
If Yes:
i. What is the purpose of the excavation or dredging? N/A
ii. How much material (including rock, earth, sediments, etc.) is proposed to be removed from the site?
e  Volume (specify tons or cubic yards): N/A
e Over what duration of time? N/A
iii. Describe nature and characteristics of materials to be excavated or dredged, and plans to use, manage or dispose of them.

N/A

iv. Will there be onsite dewatering or processing of excavated materials? [ Yes Il No
If yes, describe.
N/A

v. What is the total area to be dredged or excavated? N/A acres

vi. What is the maximum area to be worked at any one time? N/A acres
vii. What would be the maximum depth of excavation or dredging? N/A feet
viii. Will the excavation require blasting? [ Yes Il No
ix. Summarize site reclamation goals and plan:
N/A

b. Would the proposed action cause or result in alteration of, increase or decrease in size of, or encroachment [ Yes Il No
into any existing wetland, waterbody, shoreline, beach or adjacent area?
If Yes,
i. Identify the wetland or waterbody which would be affected (by name, water index number, wetland map number or geographic
description):
N/A
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iii.

. Describe how the proposed action would affect that water body or wetland, e.g., excavation, fill, placement of structures, or alteration

of channels, banks and shorelines. Indicate extent of activities, alterations and additions in square feet or acres:

N/A
Will proposed action cause or result in disturbance to bottom sediments? [ Yes Il No
If Yes, describe: N/A
. Will proposed action cause or result in the destruction or removal of aquatic vegetation? [ Yes Il No
If Yes:

acres of aquatic vegetation proposed to be removed N/A
expected acreage of aquatic vegetation remaining after project completion N/A
purpose of proposed removal (e.g., beach clearing, invasive species control, boat access): N/A

proposed method of plant removal: N/A

if chemical/herbicide treatment will be used, specify product(s): N/A

v. Describe any proposed reclamation/mitigation following disturbance:
N/A
c. Will the proposed action use, or create a new demand for water? (see footnote 1) [J Yes l No
If Yes:
i. Total anticipated water usage/demand per day: N/A?! gallons/day
ii. Will the proposed action obtain water from an existing public water supply? M Yes [1No
If Yes:
e Name of district or service area: New York City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP)
e Does the existing public water supply have capacity to serve the proposal? M ves [1No
e I[s the project site in the existing district? M Yes [1No
e [sexpansion of the district needed? 1 Yes H No
e Do existing lines serve the project site? M Yes [1No
iii. Will line extension within an existing district be necessary to supply the project? 1 Yes H No
If Yes:
e  Describe extensions or capacity expansions proposed to serve this project: N/A
e Source(s) of supply for the district: N/A
iv. Is a new water supply district or service area proposed to be formed to serve the project site? [ Yes Il No
If Yes:
e Applicant/sponsor for new district: N/A
e  Date application submitted or anticipated: N/A
e Proposed source(s) of supply for new district: N/A
v. If a public water supply will not be used, describe plans to provide water supply for the project:
N/A
vi. If water supply will be from wells (public or private), maximum pumping capacity: N/A gallons/minute.
d. Will the proposed action generate liquid wastes? [ Yes Il No

If Yes:

i. Total anticipated liquid waste generation per day: N/A! gallons/day

ii. Nature of liquid wastes to be generated (e.g., sanitary wastewater, industrial; if combination, describe all components and approximate

volumes or proportions of each):

Sanitary wastewater would be handled by the NYCDEP combined sewer system.

! The Proposed Project entails construction of a new building to replace Lehman Hall and interior renovations to Barnard Hall and would
not result in an increase in population that would result in a net increase in water consumption or demand for water/sewer infrastructure.
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iii. Will the proposed action use any existing public wastewater treatment facilities?
If Yes:
e  Name of wastewater treatment plant to be used: North River NYCDEP Wastewater Treatment Plant
e  Name of district: N/A— NYCDEP system
e  Does the existing wastewater treatment plant have capacity to serve the project?
e Is the project site in the existing district?
e [sexpansion of the district needed?

e Do existing sewer lines serve the project site?

e  Will line extension within an existing district be necessary to serve the project?
If yes:

e  Describe extensions or capacity expansions proposed to serve this project:

N/A

iv. Will a new wastewater (sewage) treatment district be formed to serve the project site?
If Yes:
e  Applicant/sponsor for new district: N/A
e  Date application submitted or anticipated: N/A
e  What is the receiving water for the wastewater discharge N/A

M ves (I No

M ves (I No
M ves L1 No
O] Yes Il No

B ves L1 No
O] Yes Il No

(] Yes H No

v. If public facilities will not be used, describe plans to provide wastewater treatment for the project, including specifying proposed

receiving water (name and classification if surface discharge, or describe subsurface disposal plans):
N/A

vi. Describe any plans or designs to capture, recycle or reuse liquid waste
None.

e. Will the proposed action disturb more than one acre and create stormwater runoff, either from new point
sources (i.e., ditches, pipes, swales, curbs, gutters or other concentrated flows of stormwater) or non-point
source (i.e., sheet flow) during construction or post construction?

If Yes:

i. How much impervious surface will the project create in relation to total size of project parcel?
N/A Square feet or N/A acres (impervious surface)
N/A Square feet or N/A acres (parcel size)

ii. Describe types of new point sources

N/A

(] Yes H No

iii. Where will the stormwater runoff be directed (i.e., on-site stormwater management facility/structures, adjacent properties,

groundwater, on-site surface water or off-site surface waters)?
As with existing conditions, any stormwater runoff would flow to the NYCDEP combined sewer

system.

e  Ifto surface waters, identify receiving water bodies or wetlands: N/A

e  Will stormwater runoff flow to adjacent properties? 1 Yes l No
iv. Does proposed plan minimize impervious surfaces, use pervious materials or collect and re-use stormwater? [ Yes Il No
f. Does the proposed action include, or will it use on-site, one or more sources of air emissions, including fuel [ Yes Il No

combustion, waste incineration, or other processes or operations?
If Yes, identify:
i. Mobile sources during project operations (e.g., heavy equipment, fleet or delivery vehicles): N/A
ii. Stationary sources during construction (e.g., power generation, structural heating, batch plant, crushers): N/A
iii. Stationary sources during operations (e.g., process emissions, large boilers, electric generation): N/A
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g. Will any air emission sources in D.2.f (above) require a NY State Air Registration, Air Facility Permit, [ Yes Il No
or Federal Clean Air Act Title IV or Title V permit?

If Yes,
i. Is the project site located in an Air quality non-attainment area? (Area routinely or periodically fails to meet M Yes L1 No
ambient air quality standards for all or some parts of the year)

ii. In addition to emissions as calculated in the application, the project will generate:

e <1000 Tons/year (short tons) of Carbon Dioxide (CO,)
e <0.01 Tons/year (short tons) of Nitrous Oxide (N,0)

e NA Tons/year (short tons) of Perfluorocarbons (PFCs)
e NA Tons/year (short tons) of Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF)
e NA Tons/year (short tons) of Carbon Dioxide equivalent of Hydroflourocarbons (HFCs)
e <0.002 Tons/year (short tons) of Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs)
h. Will the proposed action generate or emit methane (including, but not limited to, sewage treatment plants, [ Yes Il No
landfills, composting facilities)?
If Yes,

i. Estimate methane generation in tons/year (metric): N/A

ii. Describe any methane capture, control or elimination measures included in project design (e.g., combustion to generate heat or
electricity, flaring):

N/A

i. Will the proposed action result in the release of air pollutants from open-air operations or processes, [ Yes Il No
such as quarry or landfill operations?

If Yes: Describe operations and nature of emissions (e.g., diesel exhaust, rock particulates/dust):

N/A
j- Will the proposed action result in a substantial increase in traffic above present levels or generate substantial [J Yes l No
new demand for transportation facilities or services?
If Yes:
i. When is the peak traffic expected (check all that apply): [J Morning O Evening [J Weekend

[J Randomly between hours of N/A to N/A.
ii. For commercial activities only, projected number of semi-trailer truck trips/day: N/A

iii. Parking spaces: Existing: 0 Proposed: 0 Net increase/decrease: 0
iv. Does the proposed action include any shared use parking? [ Yes Il No
v. If the proposed action includes any modification of existing roads, creation of new roads or change in existing access, describe:
N/A
vi. Are public/private transportation service(s) or facilities available within % mile of the proposed site? M Yes L1 No
vii. Will the proposed action include access to public transportation or accommodations for use of hybrid, electric M Yes L1 No
or other alternative fueled vehicles?
viii. Will the proposed action include plans for pedestrian or bicycle accommodations for connections to existing M Yes L1 No
pedestrian or bicycle routes?
k. Will the proposed action (for commercial or industrial projects only) generate new or additional demand [ Yes Il No
for energy?
If Yes:

i. Estimate annual electricity demand during operation of the proposed action: N/A
ii. Anticipated sources/suppliers of electricity for the project (e.g., on-site combustion, on-site renewable, via grid/local utility, or other):
Consolidated Edison electrical grid

iii. Will the proposed action require a new, or an upgrade to, an existing substation? [ Yes Il No
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1. Hours of operation. Answer all items which apply.

i. During Construction: ii. During Operations:
e  Monday — Friday: 7am to 6pm e  Monday — Friday: 8am to 10pm
e  Saturday: No regular hours e  Saturday: 8am to 10pm
e  Sunday: No regular hours e  Sunday: 8am to 10pm
e Holidays: No regular hours e  Holidays: Varies
m. Will the proposed action produce noise that will exceed existing ambient noise levels during construction, M Yes L1 No
operation, or both?
If Yes:

i. Provide details including sources, time of day and duration:

As with all construction projects, construction of the Proposed Project could result in increases in
ambient noise levels due to on-site equipment operation and worker vehicles and trucks traveling
to and from the project site. However, noise from construction activities is regulated by the New
York City Noise Control Code and by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The New
York City Noise Control Code requires the adoption and implementation of a noise mitigation
plan, limits construction (absent special circumstances) to weekdays between the hours of 7 AM
and 6 PM, and sets noise limits for certain pieces of construction equipment.

ii. Will proposed action remove existing natural barriers that could act as a noise barrier or screen? [ Yes Il No
Describe:
N/A
n. Will the proposed action have outdoor lighting? M Yes L1 No
If Yes:

i. Describe source(s), location(s), height of fixture(s), direction/aim, and proximity to nearest occupied structures:

All outdoor lighting will conform with the applicable regulations as defined by the New York City
Building Code and the Housing Maintenance Code.

ii. Will proposed action remove existing natural barrier that could act as a light barrier or screen? [ Yes Il No
Describe:
N/A
0. Does the proposed action have the potential to produce odors for more than one hour per day? [J Yes l No

If yes, describe possible sources, potential frequency and duration of odor emissions, and proximity to nearest
occupied structures: N/A

p. Will the proposed action include any bulk storage of petroleum (combined capacity of over 1,100 gallons) [ Yes HINo
or chemical products (185 gallons in above ground storage or any amount in underground storage)?
If Yes,
i. Product(s) to be stored N/A
ii. Volume(s) N/A per unit time N/A (e.g., month, year)
iii. Generally describe proposed storage facilities
N/A
q. Will the proposed action (commercial, industrial and recreational projects only) use pesticides (i.e., herbicides, [ Yes Il No
insecticides) during construction or operation?
If Yes:
i. Describe proposed treatment(s):
N/A
ii. Will the proposed action use Integrated Pest Management Practices? N/A [ Yes L1 No
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r. Will the proposed action (commercial or industrial projects only) involve or require the management or disposal [ Yes Il No
of solid waste (excluding hazardous materials)? (see footnote 1)

If Yes:
i. Describe any solid waste(s) to be generated during construction or operation of the facility:

e  Construction: N/A tons per N/A (unit of time)
e Operation:  N/A tons per N/A (unit of time)'
ii. Describe any proposals for on-site minimization, recycling or reuse of materials to avoid disposal as solid waste:

e  Construction:
N/A

e  Operation:
N/A'

iii. Proposed disposal methods/facilities for solid waste generated on-site:

e  Construction:
N/A

e  Operation:
N/A'

s. Does the proposed action include construction or modification of a solid waste management facility? [ Yes Il No

If Yes:
i. Type of management or handling of waste proposed for the site (e.g., recycling or transfer station, composting, landfill, or other
disposal activities): N/A
ii. Anticipated rate of disposal/processing:
e  N/A Tons/month, if transfer or other non-combustion/thermal treatment, or
e  N/A Tons/hour, if combustion or thermal treatment
iii. If landfill, anticipated site life: N/A years

t. Will proposed action at the site involve the commercial generation, treatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous waste? [ Yes Ill No
If Yes:
i. Name(s) of all hazardous wastes or constituents to be generated, handled or managed at facility:
N/A

ii. Generally describe processes or activities involving hazardous waste or constituents:
N/A

iii. Specify amount to be handled or generated: N/A tons/month
iv. Describe any proposals for on-site minimization, recycling or reuse of hazardous constituents:
N/A

v. Will any hazardous wastes be disposed at an existing offsite hazardous waste facility? N/A [ Yes L1 No
If Yes: provide name and location of facility:
N/A

If No: Describe proposed management of any hazardous wastes which will not be sent to a hazardous waste facility:
N/A

! The Proposed Project entails construction of a new building to replace Lehman Hall and interior renovations to Barnard Hall and would
not result in an increase in population that would result in a net increase in solid waste generation.
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E. Site and Setting of Proposed Action

E.1 Land uses on and surrounding the project site

a. Existing land uses.
i. Check all land uses that occur on, adjoining and near the project site.
M Urban O  Industrial O Commercial O  Residential (suburban) O  Rural (non-farm)
O  Forest O Agriculture O  Aquatic O Other (specify):
ii. If mix of uses, generally describe:
Institutional (university campus); Residential; Local Retail; Community Facilities

b. Land uses and covertypes on the project site.

Land use or Current Acreage After Change
covertype Acreage Project Completion (Acres +/-)
e  Roads, buildings, and other paved or impervious +3.0 +3.0 0
surfaces
e  Forested 0 0 0
e  Meadows, grasslands or brushlands (non- 0 0 0
agricultural, including abandoned agricultural)
e  Agricultural 0 0 0
(includes active orchards, field, greenhouse, etc.)
e  Surface water features 0 0 0
(lakes, ponds, streams, rivers, etc.)
e  Wetlands (freshwater or tidal) 0 0 0
e  Non-vegetated (bare rock, earth or fill) 0 0 0
e  Other +1.5 +1.5 0
Describe: Landscaped Areas
c. Is the project site presently used by members of the community for public recreation? [J Yes l No

i. Ifyes: explain: N/A

d. Are there any facilities serving children, the elderly, people with disabilities (e.g., schools, hospitals, licensed M Yes L1 No
day care centers, or group homes) within 1500 feet of the project site?

If Yes:
i. Identify Facilities:

Schools: PS 036 Margaret Douglas, PS 125 Ralph Bunche

Hospitals: St Luke’s Roosevelt Hospital Center

Day Care Centers: Barnard College, Tompkins Hall Nursery School, Hollingsworth Preschool, Riverside Church, Children’s
Learning Center Morningside Heights, East Harlem Block Nursery, Broadway Presbyterian Church, Bank Street College of
Education, The Family Annex, Columbia Greenhouse Nursery School

Senior Center: Jackie Robinson Senior Center

e. Does the project site contain an existing dam? [ Yes Il No

If Yes:
i. Dimensions of the dam and impoundment:

Dam height: N/A feet
Dam length: N/A feet
Surface area: N/A acres
e Volume impounded: N/A gallons OR acre-feet
ii. Dam’s existing hazard classification: N/A

iii. Provide date and summarize results of last inspection:
N/A

f. Has the project site ever been used as a municipal, commercial or industrial solid waste management facility, [ Yes Il No
or does the project site adjoin property which is now, or was at one time, used as a solid waste management facility?

If Yes:
i. Has the facility been formally closed? [ Yes L1 No
e Ifyes, cite sources/documentation: N/A
ii. Describe the location of the project site relative to the boundaries of the solid waste management facility:
N/A
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iii. Describe any development constraints due to the prior solid waste activities:
N/A

g. Have hazardous wastes been generated, treated and/or disposed of at the site, or does the project site adjoin [ Yes l No
property which is now or was at one time used to commercially treat, store, and/or dispose of hazardous waste?

If Yes:
i. Describe waste(s) handled and waste management activities, including approximate time when activities occurred:

N/A

h. Potential contamination history. Has there been a reported spill at the proposed project site, or have any [ Yes L1 No
remedial actions been conducted at or adjacent to the proposed site? (To be determined; a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment
will be prepared and summarized for the Environmental Review)

If Yes:
i. Is any portion of the site listed on the NYSDEC Spills Incidents database or Environmental Site [ Yes L1 No
Remediation database? Check all that apply:
O] Yes — Spills Incidents database Provide DEC ID number(s):
[J Yes — Environmental Site Remediation database Provide DEC ID number(s):

[ Neither database
ii. If site has been subject of RCRA corrective activities, describe control measures:

iii. Is the project within 2000 feet of any site in the NYSDEC Environmental Site Remediation database? [ Yes L1 No
If yes, provide DEC ID number(s):
iv. If yes to (i), (ii) or (iii) above, describe current status of site(s):

v. Is the project site subject to an institutional control limiting property uses? [ Yes Il No
e Ifyes, DEC site ID number: N/A
e  Describe the type of institutional control (e.g., deed restriction or easement): N/A
e  Describe any use limitations: N/A
e  Describe any engineering controls: N/A
e  Will the project affect the institutional or engineering controls in place? [ Yes Il No
e  Explain: N/A

E.2. Natural Resources On or Near Project Site

a. What is the average depth to bedrock on the project site? To be determined feet

b. Are there bedrock outcroppings on the project site? [ Yes Il No
If Yes, what proportion of the site is comprised of bedrock outcroppings? N/A_ %
c. Predominant soil type(s) present on project site: ~ To be determined %
%
%
d. What is the average depth to the water table on the project site?  Average: feet
e. Drainage status of project site soils: [ Well Drained: 100 % of Site
[J Moderately Well Drained: % of Site
U Poorly Drained: % of Site
f. Approximate proportion of proposed action site with slopes: : Il 0-10%: 100 % of Site
0 10-15%: % of Site
O 15% or greater: % of Site
g. Are there any unique geologic features on the project site? [J Yes l No
If Yes, describe:
N/A
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h. Surface water features:
i. Does any portion of the project site contain wetlands or other waterbodies (including streams, rivers, ponds or lakes)?
ii. Do any wetlands or other waterbodies adjoin the project site?

If Yes to either i or ii, continue. If No, skip to E.2.i.

iii. Are any of the wetlands or waterbodies within or adjoining the project site regulated by any federal,
state or local agency?

iv. For each identified regulated wetland and waterbody on the project site, provide the following information.

e  Streams: Name N/A Classification_N/A

e Lakes or Ponds: Name N/A Classification N/A

e Wetlands: Name N/A Approximate Size N/A

Wetland No. (if regulated by DEC) N/A
v. Are any of the above water bodies listed in the most recent compilation of NYS water quality-impaired waterbodies?
If yes, name of impaired water body/bodies and basis for listing as impaired:
N/A

(] Yes H No
(] Yes H No

(] Yes H No

O Yes l No

1. Is the project site in a designated Floodway?

(] Yes H No

j- Is the project site in the 100 year Floodplain?

(] Yes H No

k. Is the project site in the 500 year Floodplain?

(] Yes H No

1. Is the project site located over, or immediately adjoining, a primary, principal or sole source aquifer?

If Yes:
i. Name of aquifer: N/A

(] Yes H No

m. Identify the predominant wildlife species that occupy or use the project site:

House sparrow European starling rock pigeon
eastern gray squirrel Norway rat

n. Does the project site contain a designated significant natural community?

If Yes:
i. Describe the habitat/community (composition, function, and basis for designation):

N/A

ii. Source(s) of description or evaluation: N/A

iii. Extent of community/habitat:
e  Currently: N/A acres
e Following completion of project as proposed: ~N/A acres

e  Gain or loss (indicate + or -): N/A acres

(] Yes H No

0. Does project site contain any species of plant or animal that is listed by the federal government or NYS as
endangered or threatened, or does it contain any areas identified as habitat for an endangered or threatened species?

O] Yes Hl No
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p- Does the project site contain any species of plant or animal that is listed by NYS as rare, or as a species of [ Yes Il No
special concern?

q. Is the project site or adjoining area currently used for hunting, trapping, fishing, or shell fishing? [ Yes Il No
If yes, give a brief description of how the proposed action may affect that use:
N/A

E.3. Designated Public Resources On or Near the Project Site

a. Is the project site, or any portion of it, located in a designated agricultural district certified pursuant to [ Yes Il No
Agriculture and Markets Law, Article 25-AA, Sections 303 and 304?

If Yes, provide county plus district name/number: N/A

b. Are agricultural lands consisting of highly productive soils present? 1 Yes l No
i. If Yes: acreage(s) on project site? N/A
ii. Source(s) of soil rating(s) N/A

c. Does the project site contain all or part of, or is it substantially contiguous to, a registered National [ Yes Il No
Natural Landmark?

If Yes:
i. Nature of the natural landmark: ~ [J Biological Community ~ [J Geological Feature
ii. Provide brief description of landmark, including values behind designation and approximate size/extent:
N/A

d. Is the project site located in or does it adjoin a state-listed Critical Environmental Area? [J Yes l No
If Yes:
i. CEA name: N/A
ii. Basis for designation: N/A
iii. Designating agency and date: N/A

e. Does the project site contain, or is it substantially contiguous to, a building, archaeological site, or district M Yes L1 No
which is listed on, or has been nominated by the NYS Board of Historic Preservation for inclusion on, the
State or National Register of Historic Places?

If Yes:
i. Nature of historic/archaeological resource: [ Archaeological Site M Historic Building or District
ii. Name:
S/NR-listed resources include: Barnard Hall and Milbank Hall on the Project Site; Brooks and Hewitt Halls (Barnard College) and

Riverside Park and Drive are one block west from the Project Site. Pupin Physics Laboratories and Low Library are
separated from Project Site by Broadway-facing buildings on Columbia University's campus.

iii. Brief description of attributes on which listing is based:

NYSDEC Mapper Summary Report, OPRHP Cultural Resource Information System

f. Is the project site, or any portion of it, located in or adjacent to an area designated as sensitive for [ Yes Il No
archaeological sites on the NY State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) archaeological site inventory?

g. Have additional archaeological or historic site(s) or resourced been identified on the project site? [ Yes Il No

If Yes:

i. Describe possible resource(s): N/A
ii. Basis for identification: N/A
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h. Iz the project site within five miles of any efficially desgnated and publicly accessible federal, state, or locol seenie H Yes LMo
o aesthetic resource!

If Yes:
i Idendify resource: Barnard Holl, Riverside Pacl and Diive, Pupin Phivsics Laborptories, Columibip University, Lo
Theologicnl Semingry, Low Memaorial

i, Mature of, or hasis for, designation (e.g., esiablished highway overlook, state or locol park, state hisiorie irail or scenie byway,
ela, ) BiMR-lisied resources

dii, [Misgtanee botween project and resource:; Beiyween 0 and 5 miles

i Isdle project site located within o designated river cormidor usder the Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers ] ves B Mo
Program & MY CHR G667
If Y es:
d Tbentify the nome of the river and i3 designation: B/A
il s the activity consistent with development restriciions contain in GMY CRE Part 6667 ] es LI Mo

. Additional Informalion
Adtach any additional information which may be needed o elarify your projec,

If you have identified any adverse impacts which could be associated with your propasal, please describe those impacts plus any measures
whicle you propose to avokd or minimize them,

G Verification
I certify thot the information provided is frue i oibe best of my knowledge. )
1A e LTI Yies

ApplicantBponsor Manwe G M1 AL dELTFI N T )

o . - -

ol Al oy S Vi ¢ A e o FERVI
Signature ST _ Title o '

4 S Ay
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CHAPTER 1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Introduction

The Proposed Project is being reviewed pursuant to the State Environmental Quality
Review Act (“SEQRA”), codified at Article 8 of the New York Environmental Conservation Law
(“ECL”), and its implementing regulations, promulgated at Part 617 of Title 6 of the New York
Code, Rules and Regulations (“N.Y.C.R.R.”), which collectively contain the requirements for the
State Environmental Quality Review (“SEQR”) process. The environmental review of the
Barnard College Teaching and Learning Center project (“Proposed Project”) follows SEQRA,
and the New York City Environmental Quality Review (“CEQR”) Technical Manual generally is
used as a guide with respect to environmental analysis methodologies and impact criteria for
evaluating the Proposed Project in this Supplemental Report, unless stated otherwise.'

The Proposed Project is also being reviewed in conformance with the New York State
Historic Preservation Act of 1980 (“SHPA”), specifically the implementing regulations of
Section 14.09 of the Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation Law (“PRHPL”), as well as
with the requirements of the Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”), dated March 18, 1998,
between the Dormitory Authority State of New York (“DASNY”) and the New York State
Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (“OPRHP”).

Project Location and Site Details

The Project Site is the Barnard College campus superblock, bounded by West 120" Street
to the north, West 116™ Street to the south, Broadway to the east, and Claremont Avenue to the
west (“Project Site’). The Development Site (the area where the Proposed Project would be
constructed) is occupied by Lehman Hall, located on the western portion of the superblock.
Lehman Hall, an existing 4-story, approximately 65,000-gross-square-foot (“gsf”) building
constructed in 1959, contains Wollman Library (including Barnard’s main book collection,
media and music collection, and administrative services), the Instructional Media Department,
Audio Visual Services, and Archives and Special Collections. It is also occupied by the
Information Technology help desk and offices, as well as Barnard’s Empirical Reasoning Lab,
seminar rooms, instructional technology rooms, a Union office, and offices for the Economics,
History, Political Science departments. Lehman Hall connects to its adjacent buildings via
underground tunnels.

The Proposed Project would also include the renovation of the existing 9,700-square-foot
LeFrak Gymnasium (the “Gymnasium”) in Barnard Hall, located immediately south of the
Development Site, to provide campus swing space for the programs and occupants of Lehman
Hall during construction of the proposed new Teaching and Learning Center. The 79,000-gross-
square-foot Barnard Hall was constructed in 1917 as Students Hall, and contains Barnard’s

! The City of New York, Mayor’s Office of Environmental Coordination, CEQR Technical Manual, March 2014.
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Gymnasium, fitness and dance studios and departments, the Barnard Center for Research on
Women, Athena Center, classrooms, public assembly and special event space, and offices for
faculty and the security and facilities departments. The Gymnasium is currently used for archery
and badminton practice, open sports recreation, special events, and lectures.

Proposed Action and Proposed Project

DASNY has received a funding request from Barnard College (“Barnard”) pursuant to
DASNY’s Independent Colleges and Universities Program for its Teaching and Learning Center
(2015 Financing Project). For purposes of SEQOR, the Proposed Action would consist of
DASNY’s authorization of the issuance of fixed- and/or variable-rate, tax-exempt and/or taxable
bonds to be sold through a negotiated offering and/or a private placement, on behalf of Barnard.

The proceeds of the bond issuance would be used to finance the construction of a new,
approximately 133,000-gross-square-foot (“gst”), Teaching and Learning Center (the “Proposed
Project”) on the Barnard campus bounded by West 120™ Street to the north, West 116™ Street to
the south, Broadway to the east, and Claremont Avenue to the west, in the borough of
Manhattan, New York County, New York (the “Project Site”). The Proposed Project would
include the demolition of the existing 65,000-gsf Lehman Hall, as well as the renovation of
portions of Barnard Hall, to serve as swing space during construction of the Teaching and
Learning Center.

Construction of the Proposed Project is expected to begin in Summer 2015, when the
LeFrak Gymnasium would be renovated to provide a total of approximately 19,400-square-feet
of swing space for the existing uses in Lehman Hall. A second floor, which would line up with
existing stairs and elevators, would be installed in the Gymnasium. The first level would be
occupied with select library functions including student study space, seminar rooms, and the
Empirical Reasoning Lab, and the second would be occupied by 45 faculty offices, conference
rooms, restrooms, and a pantry/copy room.

The new, approximately 133,000-gsf, 11-story Teaching and Learning Center building
would include common and informal study areas, teaching and learning space, a conference area,
space for the history, political science, economics and urban studies departments, a modern new
library, archival and media collections, with caf¢ facilities. The Proposed Project would provide
space for key programs such as the Barnard Center for Research on Women and the Athena
Center for Leadership Studies, as well as two new centers: iLAB (Institute for Innovation in
Liberal Arts) and CSC (Computational Science Center). No increase in Barnard’s population
would occur as a result of the Proposed Project; instead, the Proposed Project would provide
Barnard with a new, state-of-the-art facility which would support Barnard’s innovative
approaches to liberal arts education, provide individual and group study space and access to
resources and help for students and faculty, and improve conference space, which would include
flexible meeting spaces and smaller break-out rooms.

The Proposed Project would incorporate measures to achieve Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (“LEED”) Silver certification under LEED New Construction and Major
Renovations version 3. The LEED rating system, developed by the nonprofit U.S. Green
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Building Council, is a standard ensuring a high degree of environmental stewardship,
considering energy efficiency, minimization of waste sent to landfills, and other sustainability
best practices in building design and operation.

Construction of the proposed Teaching and Learning Center would commence in March
2016 and would be occupied by August 2018. Upon completion of the Teaching and Learning
Center, the swing space in the first floor of Barnard Hall Gymnasium would be renovated to
create a public assembly space. The walls built for the swing space library would be removed,
and a new acoustic ceiling with new lighting would be installed, and the second floor rest rooms
and meeting rooms would remain. The faculty offices would be reconfigured to house the
Barnard College Information Technology department and additional administrative functions.

Required Approvals

As described above, for the purposes of New York State Environmental Quality Review
(“SEQR”), the Proposed Action would consist of DASNY’s authorization of the issuance of
bonds on behalf of Barnard College to finance the Proposed Project. No other discretionary
approvals would be required.

Project Purpose and Need

Barnard, founded in 1889, was the first college in New York City—and one of the few in
the world—where women could receive the same liberal arts education available to men. Today,
Barnard has an undergraduate student population of 2,400, and shares the vast resources of
Columbia University.

As articulated in its Strategic Plan, Barnard has core objectives which include:

e Dedication to women’s education;

e Devotion to the liberal arts;

e Maintaining a mutually beneficial relationship with Columbia University;

e Recruitment and support of top tier faculty;

e Recruitment and intellectual nourishment of top-tier students;

e Nurturing and expanding diversity within its community;

e Commitment to an innovative curriculum that aligns with the College’s mission; and

¢ Provide a distinctive educational experience for all students.

In order to achieve these goals, Barnard notes in its Strategic Plan that upgrading its
physical plant and improving the appearance and functionality of the College campus and
improving and consolidating the College’s Information Technology systems will be necessary.
The Proposed Project would meet these goals by constructing a major new facility that would
support Barnard’s commitment to the joint and interlocked endeavors of teaching and learning,
by creating sufficient space to allow the College to grow for several decades; embracing the
latest technology and thought in library design, creating a learning space based around digital
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media, virtual learning environments, and collaboration; and bringing together students and
faculty into closer geographic proximity, embracing the connections that lie at the core of
Barnard’s learning philosophy. The Proposed Project would also support Barnard’s goal to
invest in and expand a series of campus-based centers that facilitate the continual interaction
between students, faculty, and the rich learning communities provided by New York, by
providing new space in the Teaching and Learning Center for the existing Barnard Center for
Research on Women and the Athena Center for Leadership Studies. In addition, the Proposed
Project would provide physical spaces in support of the College’s goals to develop a series of
programs that drive interaction and thrust its students into the nexus of theory and practice,
knowledge, and teaching.



Dormitory Authority State of New York Chapter 2
Barnard College Teaching and Learning Center Page 2-1

CHAPTER 2. LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY

Introduction

This analysis of land use, zoning, and public policy characterizes the existing conditions
on and within the 400-foot study area from the Project Site—the Barnard College campus
superblock, bounded by West 120" Street to the north, West 116™ Street to the south, Broadway
to the east, and Claremont Avenue to the west, in the borough of Manhattan, New York County,
New York, in Manhattan Community District 9 (Manhattan Tax Block 1989, Lot 1)—and on the
Development Site (the area where the Proposed Project would be constructed); evaluates changes
in land use and zoning that are expected to occur independently of the Proposed Project; and
examines the Proposed Project’s compatibility and consistency with land use and development
trends in the area, as well as public land use and zoning policies. The land use study area
generally extends past West 121* Street to the north, past Broadway to the east, past West 115"
Street to the south, and to Riverside Drive to the west. This is the area in which the Proposed
Project would have the greatest potential to affect land use trends. Sources used to conduct this
analysis include field surveys and evaluation of land use and zoning text and maps.

The Proposed Project would expand and continue an existing land use on the
Development Site, which is surrounded by similar uses as part of the Barnard College campus.
Overall, no significant adverse impacts on land use, zoning, or public policy are anticipated as a
result of the Proposed Project.

Background and History

Barnard College was established in 1889 as the first college in New York City to provide
an Ivy League-caliber undergraduate education to women. For the first nine years of its
existence, the College rented a brownstone at 343 Madison Avenue, which provided enough
space for six faculty members and 36 students. In 1898, following the lead of Columbia
University, the College moved to Morningside Heights, building the campus’s first three
buildings—Milbank, Brinckerhoff, and Fiske Halls—on the northern portion of the modern-day
campus, from West 119" Street to West 120™ Street between Broadway and Claremont Avenue.

In 1900, the College formalized its relationship with Columbia University, in which
Barnard exists both as an independently-chartered institution and as a college within the
university. In 1903, benefactors donated the remainder of the campus, which extends south to
West 116™ Street; Lehman Hall, which contains the Wollman Library, was completed in 1959.
Today, the College offers nearly 50 academic majors to its student body of approximately 2,400
students. Through the College’s affiliation with Columbia, Barnard students have access to the
University’s course offerings, academic facilities, and athletic teams.
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Existing Conditions

Existing land use patterns and trends are described below for the Development Site, the
Project Site, and the surrounding 400-foot study area.

Development Site Land Use. The Development Site is located on the western portion of
the Barnard College campus su%erblock—which is bounded by West 120™ Street to the north,
Broadway to the east, West 116" Street to the south, and Claremont Avenue to the west—in the
borough of Manhattan, New York County, New York, in Manhattan Community District 9
(Block 1989, Lot 1). The Development Site is currently occupied by Lehman Hall, which houses
Barnard College’s Wollman Library, the Instructional Media Department, Audio Visual
Services, and Archives and Special Collections. The four-story, approximately 65,000-gross-
square-foot (“gsf”’) building is also occupied by the College’s Information Technology help desk
and offices, the Empirical Reasoning Lab, seminar rooms, instructional technology rooms, a
Union office, and offices for the Economics, History, Political Science departments. The west
side of the building, which was constructed in 1959, has frontage (but no ingress or egress
points) on Claremont Avenue; the rest of the building is adjacent to open space, which is
accessible to Barnard College and Columbia University faculty, staff, and students, and
pathways that connect to the rest of the Barnard College campus.

Project Site and Study Area Land Use. As discussed in greater detail below, the
predominant land uses within the 400-foot study area include institutional, commercial,
residential, and open space uses (see Figure 2-1). Much of the study area is characterized by
educational uses interspersed with open spaces and residential buildings. Commercial uses
primarily consist of retail uses located on the ground floor of residential buildings.

As described above, the Development Site is located in the western portion of the
Barnard College campus (the Project Site), which consists primarily of educational buildings
interspersed with open space, pedestrian walkways, and outdoor seating areas. Directly north of
the Development Site is Altschul Hall, which contains Barnard’s laboratories and Biology,
Physics and Astronomy, and Neuroscience and Behavior departments. Directly south of the
Development site is Barnard Hall, which contains a wide variety of student resources and
academic facilities, as well as a swimming pool, track, and gymnasium. As described in Chapter
1, “Project Description,” the Proposed Project would also include the renovation of Barnard
Hall’s 9,700-square-foot LeFrak Gymnasium to provide campus swing space for the temporary
relocation of the academic uses currently located in Lehman Hall during the construction of the
new Teaching and Learning Center.

East of the Project Site across Broadway is the main campus of Columbia University,
which occupies the superblock extending north to West 120" Street, east to Amsterdam Avenue,
south to West 116™ Street, and west to Broadway. The portion of the approximately 26-acre
campus within the 400-foot study area includes the 15-story Pupin building, which houses
Columbia’s Astronomy and Physics departments, as well as the Physics Library; the 14-story
Northwest Corner building, which is occupied by classrooms, science research labs, and faculty
offices; the seven-story Chandler Laboratories, which houses the Chemistry department and the
Chemistry Library; the eight-story Havemeyer Hall, which also houses the Chemistry
department; the seven-story Mathematics Hall, which houses the Mathematics department and



%}
o
N
|
0
N
|
o~

W121 ST

W119 ST

CLAREMONT AVE

BROADWAY

RIVERSIDE DR

.

A

{

w
o«
<
<
Q
=
2
N
N
3
X

=
2
3
a
S
=
£
=
=
S
a

'I

%’_ N W 115 ST
0
=1 Project Site [0 Public Facilities and Institutions | I I —
I_ _ 1 Study Area (400-foot boundary) (1 Residential
I Commercial and Office Buildings 72222 Residential with Commercial Below
1 Open Space and Outdoor Recreation [ Transportation and Utility
I Parking Facilities [ Vacant Land
BARNARD COLLEGE Study Area Land Use

TEACHING AND LEARNING CENTER Figure 2-1



Dormitory Authority State of New York Chapter 2
Barnard College Teaching and Learning Center Page 2-3

the Mathematics Library; Earl Hall, a five-story former YMCA that currently houses the
University’s religious and community service offices; the seven-story Lewisohn Hall, which
contains the School of Continuing Education and the School of General Studies; the eight-story
Dodge Hall, which contains the Music department, Music Library, and School of the Arts, as
well as Miller Theatre; the nine-story Pulitzer Hall (also known as Journalism Hall), which
houses the Graduate School of Journalism and the Journalism Library; and the 11-story Furnald
Hall, which is a residential dormitory building for undergraduate students.

Teachers College, Columbia University’s Graduate School of Education, is located
northeast of the Project Site, on the block bounded by West 121° Street to the north, Amsterdam
Avenue to the east, West 120™ Street to the south, and Broadway to the west. The portion of the
Teachers College campus located within the study area includes Horace Mann Hall, which
contains an auditorium, administrative offices, and other academic space; Thompson Hall, which
houses administrative offices, a gymnasium, and a swimming pool; and Thorndike Hall, which
contains administrative offices.

Directly north of the Project Site across West 120" Street is the campus of the Union
Theological Seminary, a Christian seminary affiliated with Columbia University, which occupies
the superblock bounded by West 122" Street to the north, Broadway to the east, West 120"
Street to the south, and Claremont Avenue to the west. A substantial portion of the Seminary
campus, which largely consists of a single building containing academic and religious spaces, is
located within the study area. The Seminary also occupies a building on the northwest corner of
the superblock immediately to the west, which is bounded by West 122" Street to the north,
Claremont Avenue to the east, West 120" Street to the south, and Riverside Drive to the west.
The remainder of that superblock is occupied by Riverside Church, an interdenominational
church whose facilities include educational and recreational space, in addition to the worship
space.

Additional institutional uses in the study area include the Interchurch Center, a 19-story
office building that houses a variety of faith-based and non-profit organizations, which is located
directly west of the Project Site on the block bounded by West 120™ Street to the north,
Claremont Avenue to the east, West 119™ Street to the south, and Riverside Drive to the west.
Columbia’s five-story Casa Hispanica, which houses the University’s Spanish and Portuguese
departments, is located at 612 West 116™ Street; the 10-story Watson Hall, which houses the
University’s Information Technology department and the School of the Arts, is located at 612
West 115" Street; and the five-story Kraft Center, which houses the Columbia
University/Barnard College Hillel and Jewish life resources, is located at 606 West 115" Street.
In addition, the St. Hilda’s and St. Hugh’s School, an independent Episcopalian elementary and
middle school, is located at 619 West 114™ Street, and has an additional entrance on West 1150
Street, and the Korean Methodist Church and Institute is located at 633 West 1 15" Street.

The majority of the remainder of the study area consists of residential uses. Directly west
of the Project Site across Claremont Avenue, on the superblock bounded by West 119" Street to
the north, Claremont Avenue to the east, West 116™ Street to the south, and Riverside Drive to
the west, is a series of mid- to high-rise buildings, almost all of which are controlled by
Columbia University and serve as residential dormitories for students. The two structures on that
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superblock not controlled by Columbia University—468 and 440 Riverside Drive—are both
high-rise residential buildings. In addition, there are several mid- and high-rise residential
buildings located along West 115" Street, West 116™ Street, and Riverside Drive.

Commercial uses within the study area are limited to ground-floor neighborhood retail
stores located within the C1-4 overlay districts located along the west side of Broadway between
West 114" Street and West 116™ Street.

Open spaces within the study area largely consist of the Columbia University and
Barnard College campuses, which contain substantial amounts of landscaped space, outdoor
seating areas, and open lawns suitable for light recreation activities.

Development Site Zoning and Public Policy. As shown in Figure 2-2, the Development
Site is located within a R8 General Residence District, according to the Zoning Resolution of the
City of New York'. RS districts are mapped in built-up, high-density areas that are well served
by mass transit; building typologies within R8 districts can range from mid-rise, eight- to ten-
story buildings to larger-scale, high-rise buildings with greater setbacks from the street. Bulk is
regulated by either height factor or Quality Housing regulations. Height factor regulations
produce small multifamily buildings on small zoning lots, and tall buildings set back from the
street on larger lots. Quality Housing regulations produce high lot coverage buildings within
height limits that reflect the scale of the buildings in the surrounding neighborhood. The
allowable floor area ratio (“FAR”) in R8 districts using height factor regulations ranges from
0.94 to 6.02 for residential uses, and is 6.5 for community facility uses (see Table 2-1); using
Quality Housing regulations, the maximum FAR for residential uses is 7.2 on a wide street or
6.02 on a narrow street, while the maximum for community facility uses is 6.5.

Table 2-1. Zoning Districts in the Study Area

Zoning District Maximum FAR' Uses/Zone Type
RS 0.94 to 6.02 residential using height factor General residence district, higher-density
regulations housing
7.2 residential using Quality Housing regulations’
6.5 community facility
Cl-4 2.0 commercial within R8 district Commercial overlay for local retail within
residence district

Notes:

! FAR is a measure of density establishing the amount of development allowed in proportion to the base lot area. For
example, a lot of 10,000 square feet with a FAR of 1 has an allowable building area of 10,000 square feet. The same lot
with an FAR of 10 has an allowable building area of 100,000 square feet.

Under Quality Housing Program: 7.2 FAR on wide streets outside of Manhattan Core, 6.02 FAR on wide streets within
the Manhattan Core, and 6.02 FAR on narrow streets.

Source: New York City Zoning Resolution.

2

! http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcp/html/subcats/zoning.shtml
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Project Site and Study Area Zoning and Public Policy

Zoning. The RS residential district that is mapped on the Development Site is also
mapped throughout the study area. There are C1-4 Commercial Overlay Districts mapped along
the west side of Broadway between West 114™ Street and West 116" Street. C1-4 commercial
overlays are mapped in residence districts along streets that serve local retail needs. As the C1-4
district is mapped over a R8 district, the maximum commercial FAR is 2.0.

State Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act. New York State enacted the State
Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act (“SSGPIPA”) in 2010, intended to minimize the
unnecessary cost of sprawl development facilitated by the funding or development of new or
expanded transportation, sewer and waste water treatment, water, education, housing and other
publicly supported infrastructure inconsistent with smart growth public infrastructure criteria.
This law requires state infrastructure agencies, such as DASNY, to ensure public infrastructure
projects undergo a consistency evaluation and attestation using the 10 smart growth criteria
established by the legislation:

e To advance projects for the use, maintenance or improvement of existing infrastructure;
e To advance projects located in municipal centers;

e To advance projects in developed areas or areas designated for concentrated infill
development in a municipally-approved comprehensive land use plan, local waterfront
revitalization plan and/or brownfield opportunity area plan;

e To protect, preserve and enhance the state’s resources, including agricultural land,
forests, surface and groundwater, air quality, recreation and open space, scenic areas, and
significant historic and archaeological resources;

e To foster mixed land uses and compact development, downtown revitalization,
brownfield redevelopment, the enhancement of beauty in public spaces, diversity and
affordability of housing in proximity to places of employment recreation and commercial
development and the integration of all income and age groups;

e To provide mobility through transportation choices including improved public
transportation and reduced automobile dependency;

e To coordinate between state and local government and intermunicipal and regional
planning;

e To participate in community-based planning and collaboration;
e To ensure predictability in building and land use codes; and

e To promote sustainability by strengthening existing and creating new communities which
reduce greenhouse gas emissions and do not compromise the needs of future generations,
by among other means encouraging broad-based public involvement in developing and
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implementing a community plan and ensuring the governance structure is adequate to
sustain its implementation.”

Most state agencies and authorities, including DASNY, are subject to SSGPIPA when
they consider whether to undertake, approve, support or finance the construction or
reconstruction of new or expanded public infrastructure.” To the extent practicable, projects
must align with the 10 smart growth criteria. If the project does not meet the relevant criteria or
“compliance is considered to be impracticable”, a statement of justification of such
noncompliance should be prepared by the state agency or authority.*

The Future Without the Proposed Project

This section describes conditions that are expected to exist in the 2018 build year for the
Proposed Project, assuming that the project is not built.

Land Use. In the future without the Proposed Project, the Development Site would
remain unchanged. The Lehman Building would continue to house the Wollman Library and the
other academic uses currently operating. There is one other planned development expected to be
completed in the study area by the 2018 build year: the construction of a new facility by the
Korean Methodist Church on the same site as their existing building. That project would not add
any new residents or commercial uses to the study area.

Zoning and Public Policy. No changes in zoning or public policy are currently planned
for the Development Site or within the study area. Therefore, it is expected that the existing
zoning districts would remain in place. The Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act
would continue to influence development.

The Future With the Proposed Project

Land Use. The Proposed Project would result in the demolition of the existing 4-story,
65,000-gsf Lehman Hall and the construction of a new, approximately 133,000-gsf Teaching and
Learning Center. The new 11-story building would occupy the footprint of the existing Lehman
Hall, as well as extend northward and southward to abut the adjacent Altschul Hall and Barnard
Hall, respectively. The building would consist of a five-story podium on the southern side,
adjacent to Barnard Hall, and an 11-story tower on the northern side. As in the existing
condition, the building’s frontage onto the Barnard College campus would abut walking paths
and landscaped open space. Unlike the existing Lehman Hall, the side of the Center fronting
onto Claremont Avenue would have entrances and exits and full-height windows, thus
enlivening the streetscape.

As described in Chapter 1, “Project Description,” the Center would include common and
informal study areas, teaching and learning space, a conference area, space for the history,

2 https://www.dot.ny.gov/programs/smart-planning/news
? http://lawoftheland. wordpress.com/2010/10/25/ny-enacts-smart-growth-public-infrastructure-policy-act/
4 http://blog.sprlaw.com/2010/09/smart-growth-public-infrastructure-policy-act-takes-effect-on-september-29-2010/
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political science, economics and urban studies departments, a modern new library, archival and
media collections, with café facilities. The Proposed Project would provide space for key
programs such as the Barnard Center for Research on Women and the Athena Center for
Leadership Studies, as well as two new centers: iLAB (Institute for Innovation in Liberal Arts)
and CSC (Computational Science Center). No increase in Barnard’s population would occur as a
result of the Proposed Project; instead, the Proposed Project would provide Barnard with a new,
state-of-the-art facility which would provide a new library, individual and group study space,
access to resources and help for students and faculty, and improved conference space, including
flexible meeting spaces and smaller break-out rooms.

In addition, portions of Barnard Hall, particularly the LeFrak Gymnasium, would be
renovated as part of the Proposed Project prior to the commencement of demolition and new
construction on the Development Site. The swing space that would be created by the renovation
would serve as replacement facilities for College activities during the construction period of the
new Center. Upon completion of the Teaching and Learning Center, the swing space would be
renovated to create a public assembly space. The walls built for the swing space library would
be removed, and a new acoustic ceiling with new lighting would be installed, and the second
floor rest rooms and meeting rooms would remain. The faculty offices would be reconfigured to
house the Barnard College Information Technology department and additional administrative
functions.

The Proposed Project would result in the expansion of an existing institutional land use
on the Development Site. The new academic building would provide new facilities for Barnard
College that would help alleviate existing facility shortages on other portions of the campus. As
no change in land use is proposed, activity on the Development Site would continue to be
compatible with the other land uses found in the study area. In addition, the increase in
development on the Development Site is not likely to change development trends in the larger
study area or introduce new development projects that would not occur absent the Proposed
Project. In fact, the new Center would be more similar in scale to newer buildings on the
Columbia University campus, across the street from Barnard.

Based on the above information, the Proposed Project would not result in any significant
adverse land use impacts.

Zoning. The Proposed Project would conform with all bulk and use requirements within
the R8 zoning district. The proposed use is permitted as-of-right, and the total square footage of
the proposed Teaching and Learning Center would still be below the maximum allowable FAR
for the Development Site. Based on 6.5 FAR for community facilities in R8 districts and a lot
area of 189,466 square feet, the maximum potential development on the Project Site is
approximately 1,231,529 zoning square feet; accounting for the floor area of existing campus
buildings as indicated on recent New York City Department of Buildings filings, while the
Proposed Project would increase zoning floor area on the Development Site, the FAR on the
Project Site would still be within the allowable FAR for such uses.

Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse impacts on
zoning.
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Public Policy

State Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act. The Proposed Project would be

consistent with the 2010 SSGPIPA and would generally support the smart growth criteria
established by the legislation. The compatibility of the Proposed Project with the ten criteria of
the SSGPIPA is detailed below.

To advance projects for the use, maintenance or improvement of existing
infrastructure. The Proposed Project, which would result in the development of a new
building to replace the existing academic facility, would connect to the water supply,
sewer, and energy infrastructure on the Project Site superblock. Relative to the existing
facility, the new building’s demands on the New York City water supply, sewers, and
energy infrastructure would be negligible. Moreover, the new building’s design would
adhere to the guidelines for LEED Silver certification, which include best practices for
sustainable resource consumption and management. Therefore, the Proposed Project
would be supportive of this criterion.

To advance projects located in municipal centers. As the Development Site is located
within the existing campus of Barnard College, on the Upper West Side of Manhattan in
New York City, the Proposed Project would be supportive of this criterion.

To advance projects in developed areas or areas designated for concentrated infill
development in a municipally-approved comprehensive land use plan, local waterfront
revitalization plan and/or brownfield opportunity area plan. The Proposed Project
would add much-needed facilities land within an existing, developed college campus,
supporting concentrated infill development. As a result, the Proposed Project would be
supportive of this criterion.

To protect, preserve and enhance the state’s resources, including agricultural land,
forests, surface and groundwater, air quality, recreation and open space, scenic areas,
and significant historic and archaeological resources. As shown in Chapters 4,
“Historic and Cultural Resources,” Chapter 6, “Air Quality,” and Chapter 8, “Additional
Technical Information,” the Proposed Project would not have any significant adverse
impacts on the state’s resources, including agricultural land, forests, surface and
groundwater, air quality, recreation and open space, scenic areas, and significant historic
and archaeological resources. Therefore, the Proposed Project would be supportive of
this criterion.

To foster mixed land uses and compact development, downtown revitalization,
brownfield redevelopment, the enhancement of beauty in public spaces, diversity and
affordability of housing in proximity to places of employment recreation and
commercial development and the integration of all income and age groups. The
Proposed Project would foster compact development by constructing facilities on
currently-occupied land within an existing college campus. The Proposed Project would
also preserve the open space currently on the Barnard College campus, as well as
beautify its surrounding area. Therefore, the Proposed Project would be supportive of
this criterion.
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o To provide mobility through transportation choices including improved public
transportation and reduced automobile dependency. The Project Site is well served by
public transportation. The Metropolitan Transportation Authority — NYC Transit
(“MTA-NYCT”) No. 1 subway line stops at the 116™ Street station, located directly
adjacent to the College; in addition, the MTA-NYCT M4, M60, and M104 bus lines,
which provide service along Broadway, and the M5 bus line, which provides service
along Riverside Drive, are in close proximity to the College. Columbia University also
provides an Intercampus Shuttle service, which is free to Columbia and Barnard students,
faculty, and staff, and operates on weekdays. Although the Proposed Project would not
provide any new transportation options, it would be supportive of this criterion.

e To coordinate between state and local government and intermunicipal and regional
planning. The planning for, and approval of, the Proposed Project would require
coordination between multiple City and State agencies. DASNY, acting as lead agency,
is conducting a coordinated review of the Proposed Project in accordance with New
York’s State Environmental Quality Review Act (“SEQRA”). The Proposed Project is
also being reviewed in conformance with the New York State Historic Preservation Act of
1980 (“SHPA”), specifically the implementing regulations of Section 14.09 of the Parks,
Recreation and Historic Preservation Law (“PRHPL”), as well as with the requirements
of the Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”), dated March 18, 1998, between the
Dormitory Authority State of New York (“DASNY”) and the New York State Office of
Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (“OPRHP”). Other involved and interested
parties include, but are not limited to, the NYC Landmarks Preservation Commission,
Manhattan Community Board 9 and elected officials. Therefore, the Proposed Project
would be supportive of this criterion.

o To participate in community-based planning and collaboration. In accordance with
SEQRA and CEQR guidelines, the EAF will be made available for public comment, and
the Proposed Project will be presented to Manhattan Community Board 9. Therefore, the
Proposed Project would be supportive of this criterion.

o To ensure predictability in building and land use codes. As described above, the
Proposed Project conforms with the R8 zoning district regulations, and would not result
in any significant adverse impacts on land use, zoning, or public policy. As described
above, the proposed use is permitted as-of-right, and the total square footage of the
proposed Teaching and Learning Center would still be below the maximum allowable
FAR for the Project Site. In addition, the Proposed Project would result in the expansion
of an existing institutional land use on the Development Site that would provide new
library and academic facilities for Barnard College to continue to provide a top-flight
education to its students. As no change in land use is proposed, activity on the
Development Site would continue to be compatible with the other land uses found in the
study area. For all of these reasons, the Proposed Project would be supportive of this
criterion.

e To promote sustainability by strengthening existing and creating new communities
which reduce greenhouse gas emissions and do not compromise the needs of future
generations, by among other means encouraging broad-based public involvement in
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developing and implementing a community plan and ensuring the governance
structure is adequate to sustain its implementation. The Proposed Project would seek
LEED Silver certification. In addition, as described above, it would encourage public
involvement through the public comment process and through ongoing public
consultations in accordance with SEQRA and CEQR guidelines. For these reasons, the
Proposed Project would be supportive of this criterion.

Overall, no significant adverse impacts on land use, zoning, or public policy are
anticipated as a result of the Proposed Project.
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CHAPTER 3. SHADOWS

Introduction

This chapter examines whether the proposed Teaching and Learning Center would cast
new shadows on any nearby publicly-accessible sunlight-sensitive resources of concern.
According to the City Environmental Quality Review (“CEQR”) Technical Manual, sunlight-
sensitive resources of concern include public open space, sunlight-dependent features of historic
architectural resources, and natural resources that depend on sunlight.

Definitions and Methodology

This analysis has been prepared in accordance with New York City Environmental
Quality Review (“CEQR”) procedures and follows the guidelines of the 2014 CEQR Technical
Manual.

Definitions. Incremental shadow is the additional, or new, shadow that a structure
resulting from a proposed project would cast on a sunlight-sensitive resource.

Sunlight-sensitive resources are those resources that depend on sunlight or for which
direct sunlight is necessary to maintain the resource’s usability or architectural integrity. Such
resources generally include:

e Public open space (e.g. parks, beaches, playgrounds, plazas, schoolyards, greenways,
landscaped medians with seating). Planted areas within unused portions of roadbeds that
are part of the Greenstreets program are also considered sunlight-sensitive resources.

o Features of architectural resources that depend on sunlight for their enjoyment by the
public. Only the sunlight-sensitive features need be considered, as opposed to the entire
resource. Such sunlight-sensitive features might include: design elements that depend on
the contrast between light and dark (e.g. recessed balconies, arcades, deep window
reveals); elaborate, highly carved ornamentation; stained glass windows; historic
landscapes and scenic landmarks; and features for which the effect of direct sunlight is
described as playing a significant role in the structure’s importance as a historic
landmark.

e Natural resources where the introduction of shadows could alter the resource’s condition
or microclimate. Such resources could include surface water bodies, wetlands, or
designated resources such as coastal fish and wildlife habitats.

Non-sunlight-sensitive resources include, for the purposes of CEQR:

o (ity streets and sidewalks (except Greenstreets);

e Private open space (e.g. front and back yards, stoops, vacant lots, and any private, non-
publicly-accessible open space);
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e Project-generated open space cannot experience a significant adverse shadow impact
from the project, according to CEQR, because without the project the open space would
not exist. However, if the condition of project-generated open space is included in the
qualitative analysis presented in the Open Space chapter of the EIS, a discussion of how
shadows would affect the new space may be warranted.

A significant adverse shadow impact occurs when the incremental shadow added by a
proposed project falls on a sunlight-sensitive resource and substantially reduces or completely
eliminates direct sunlight, thereby significantly altering the public’s use of the resource or
threatening the viability of vegetation or other resources. Each case must be considered on its
own merits based on the extent and duration of new shadow and an analysis of the resource’s
sensitivity to reduced sunlight.

Methodology. Following the guidelines of the 2014 City Environmental Quality Review
(CEQR) Technical Manual, a preliminary screening assessment must first be conducted to
ascertain whether a project’s shadow could reach any sunlight-sensitive resources at any time of
year. The preliminary screening assessment consists of three tiers of analysis. The first tier
determines a simple radius around the proposed building representing the longest shadow that
could be cast. If there are sunlight-sensitive resources within this radius, the analysis proceeds to
the second tier, which reduces the area that could be affected by project shadow by accounting
for the fact that shadows can never be cast between a certain range of angles south of the project
site due to the path of the sun through the sky at the latitude of New York City.

If the second tier of analysis does not eliminate the possibility of new shadows on
sunlight-sensitive resources, a third tier of screening analysis further refines the area that could
be reached by project shadow by looking at specific representative days in each season and
determining the maximum extent of shadow over the course of each representative day.

If the third tier of analysis does not eliminate the possibility of new shadows on sunlight-
sensitive resources, a detailed shadow analysis is required to determine the extent and duration of
the incremental shadow resulting from the project. The detailed analysis provides the data
needed to assess the shadow impacts. The effects of the new shadows on the sunlight-sensitive
resources are described, and their degree of significance is considered. The results of the
analysis and assessment are documented with graphics, a table of incremental shadow durations,
and narrative text.

Preliminary Screening Assessment

A base map was developed using Geographic Information Systems (“GIS™)' showing the
location of the proposed project and the surrounding street layout (see Figure 3-1). In

! Software: Esri ArcGIS 10.2; Data: New York City Department of Information Technology and Telecommunications
(DoITT) and other City agencies, and AKREF site visits.
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coordination with the land use and historic resource assessments presented in other chapters of
this EAF, potential sunlight-sensitive resources were identified and shown on the map?.

Tier 1 Screening Assessment. For the Tier 1 assessment, the longest shadow that the
proposed structure could cast is calculated, and, using this length as the radius, a perimeter is
drawn around the project site. Anything outside this perimeter representing the longest possible
shadow could never be affected by project generated shadow, while anything inside the
perimeter needs additional assessment.

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, the longest shadow that a structure can cast at
the latitude of New York City occurs on December 21, the winter solstice, at the start of the
analysis day at 8:51 AM, and is equal to 4.3 times the height of the structure.

Therefore, at a maximum height of 189.25 feet above curb level, including rooftop
parapet and mechanical space, the proposed Teaching and Learning Center could cast a shadow
up to 814 feet in length (189.25 x 4.3). Using this length as the radius, a perimeter was drawn
around the project site (see Figure 3-1). Since a number of publicly-accessible sun-sensitive
resources lay within the perimeter or longest shadow study area, the next tier of screening
assessment was conducted.

Tier 2 Screening Assessment. Because of the path that the sun travels across the sky in
the northern hemisphere, no shadow can be cast in a triangular area south of any given project
site. In New York City this area lies between -108 and +108 degrees from true north. Figure
3-1 illustrates this triangular area south of the project site. The complementing area to the north
within the longest shadow study area represents the remaining area that could potentially
experience new project generated shadow.

As shown in Figure 3-1, portions of three publicly-accessible open space resources are
located in the remaining longest shadow study area. In addition, three historic resources that
have publicly-accessible sunlight-sensitive features are located in the remaining longest shadow
study area: Riverside Church, the James Memorial Chapel of the Union Theological Seminary
complex, and Corpus Christi Catholic Church. Therefore, the next tier of assessment was
conducted.

Tier 3 Screening Assessment. The direction and length of shadows vary throughout the
course of the day and also differ depending on the season. In order to determine whether project-

% The Union Theological Seminary complex is listed on the New York State and National Registers of Historic Places;
in addition, the Brown Memorial Tower and James Memoral Tower and Chapel portions of the complex are a
designated New York City Landmark. The stained-glass windows of the James Memorial Chapel and Tower and
the Brown Memorial Tower are sunlight-dependent features of the resource. However, based on research and a site
visit on March 4, 2015, only the James Memorial Chapel is accessible to the public, while the two towers are not.
Also, the Columbia University campus is generally publicly-accessible as an open space. The portion of the campus
bounded by Broadway on the west, Amsterdam Avenue on the east, West 114th Street on the south, and an
irregular line that includes Schermerhorn Hall, the steps of Uris Hall, and Havemeyer Hall on the north was
determined S/NR-eligible as a historic district on May 9, 1980 by the New York State Committee on the Registers.
However, the procedures for listing on the NR were being changed at the time and the potential district has not
been listed.



Dormitory Authority State of New York

Barnard College Teaching and Learning Center

generated shadow could fall on a sunlight-sensitive resource, three-dimensional (“3D”’) computer
modeling software” is used in the Tier 3 assessment to calculate and display the proposed
project’s shadows on individual representative days of the year. A computer model was
developed containing three-dimensional representations of the elements in the base map used in
the preceding assessments, the topographic information of the study area, and a reasonable
worst-case three-dimensional representation of the proposed project.

Representative Days for Analysis. Following the guidance of the CEQR Technical
Manual, shadows on the summer solstice (June 21), winter solstice (December 21) and spring
and fall equinoxes (March 21 and September 21, which are approximately the same in terms of
shadow patterns) are modeled, to represent the range of shadows over the course of the year. An
additional representative day during the growing season is also modeled, generally the day
halfway between the summer solstice and the equinoxes, i.e. May 6 or August 6, which have
approximately the same shadow patterns.

Timeframe Window of Analysis. The shadow assessment considers shadows occurring
between one and a half hours after sunrise and one and a half hours before sunset. At times
earlier or later than this timeframe window of analysis, the sun is down near the horizon and the
sun’s rays reach the Earth at very tangential angles, diminishing the amount of solar energy and
producing shadows that are very long, move fast, and generally blend with shadows from
existing structures until the sun reaches the horizon and sets. Consequently, shadows occurring
outside the timeframe window of analysis are not considered significant under CEQR, and their
assessment is not required.

Tier 3 Screening Assessment Results. Figure 3-2 illustrates the range of shadows that
would occur, in the absence of intervening buildings, from the proposed Teaching and Learning
Center on the four representative days for analysis. As they move east and clockwise over the
landscape, the shadows are shown occurring approximately every 60 minutes from the start of
the analysis day (one and a half hours after sunrise) to the end of the analysis day (one and a half
hours before sunset).

The assessment showed that the proposed building’s shadow would be long enough to
reach Riverside Park in the morning on all four analysis days, a section of the Broadway Malls
around West 119" Street in the afternoon of the spring, summer and fall, and the northwest area
of the Columbia University campus in the spring, summer and fall as well. No other open spaces
or historic resources could be affected by project-generated shadow.

Due to the highly variable topography, the project’s shadow would also be long enough
to reach onto the Hudson River, a sunlight-sensitive natural resource, briefly at the start of the
winter analysis day.

A detailed analysis was required to determine the extent and duration of new shadows on
Riverside Park, the Broadway Malls, the Columbia University campus, and the Hudson River,
accounting for intervening buildings and existing shadows.

* MicroStation V8i (SELECTSeries 3)



3.4.15

9:30 11:30 .~ 1:30 E 4:29 PM

N 4
December 21 March 21/Sept. 21
6:27 AM 5:18 PM
May 6/August 6 June 21

Proposed Building
Publicly-Accessible Open Space (see Figure 3-1)

Historic Resource with Sun-Sensitive Features (see Figure 3-1)

I Shadow

BARNARD COLLEGE
TEACHING AND LEARNING CENTER

Notes:

1. Daylight Saving Time not used per CEQR guidelines.

2. Shadows are shown occurring approximately every 60 minutes from the
start of the analysis day (one and a half hours after sunrise) to the end of the
analysis day (one and a half hours before sunset). The Tier 3 assessment serves
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the landscape.

Tier 3 Assessment
Figure 3-2
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Detailed Shadow Analysis

For the detailed analysis, a No Action condition is established, containing existing
buildings and any future developments planned in the area, to model the baseline shadows. The
future condition with the proposed project and its shadows can then be compared to the baseline
condition to determine the incremental shadows that would result with the proposed project.

Three-dimensional representations of the existing buildings in the study area were
developed using data obtained from the New York City Department of Information Technology
and Telecommunications (“DolITT”) and photos taken during project site visits, and were added
to the three-dimensional model used in the Tier 3 assessment.

Shadows are in constant movement. The computer simulation software produces an
animation showing the movement of shadows over the course of each analysis period. The
analysis determines the time when incremental shadow would enter each resource, and the time
it would exit.

Shadow analyses were performed for each of the representative days and analysis periods
indicated in the Tier 3 assessment.

Table 3-1 summarizes the entry and exit times and total duration of incremental shadows
on each affected sun-sensitive resource. Figure 3-3 documents the results of the analysis by
providing graphic representations from the computer animation of times when incremental
shadow would fall on a sun-sensitive resource. The figures illustrate the extent of additional,
incremental shadow at that moment in time, highlighted in red, and also show existing shadow
and remaining areas of sunlight.

Table 7-3. Incremental Shadow Durations

December 21
8:51 a.m.-2:53 p.m.

March 21/ Sept. 21
7:36 a.m.-4:29 p.m.

May 6 / August 6
6:27 a.m.-5:18 p.m.

June 21
5:57 a.m.-6:01 p.m.

Hudson River

8:51 a.m.—8:58 a.m.
Total: 7 min

Riverside Park

8:51 a.m.—10:05 a.m.
Total: 1 hr 14 min

Broadway Malls

3:35 p.m.—4:29 p.m.
Total: 54 min

3:45 p.m.—5:18 p.m.
Total: 1 hr 33 min

4:00 p.m.—6:00 p.m.
Total: 2 hr

Notes:

Table indicates entry and exit times and total duration of incremental shadow for each sunlight-sensitive resource.
Daylight saving time is not used — times are Eastern Standard Time, per CEQR Technical Manual guidelines.
However, as Eastern Daylight Time is in effect for the March/September, May/August and June analysis periods, add
one hour to the given times to determine the actual clock time.

The detailed analysis showed that on December 21, shadow would fall on the Hudson
River for the initial 7 minutes of the analysis day. This minimal duration of new shadow would
not impact the river.
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Incremental shadow would fall onto portions of Riverside Park for the first hour and 15
minutes of the analysis day. The winter months are not within New York City’s growing season,
and the new shadow would therefore not affect the vegetation. During the hour and 15 minute
duration of new shadow, adjacent areas of Riverside Park would remain in sun for any users
braving the winter morning weather and seeking sun, and the impact would therefore not be
significant for recreational use.

During the spring, summer and fall analysis periods, the intervening buildings west of
Claremont Avenue would prevent incremental project-generated shadow from reaching
Riverside Park.

Similarly, in the late afternoons, when project-generated shadow could otherwise fall
onto a portion of Columbia University’s campus, the intervening campus buildings along the east
side of Broadway already cast shadows on those areas, and no incremental shadow would occur
in any season.

Shadow would fall on a small section of one of the Broadway Malls adjacent to West
119" Street in the afternoon of the spring, summer and fall seasons, ranging from approximately
one to two hours in duration. This relatively brief period of new shadow would not significantly
impact the vegetation of the Malls, due to the amount of sunlight available to the resource in the
remainder of the day. In addition, the project-generated shadows would not be anticipated to
adversely affect the usability of the Malls, given that they are used more as a visual resource than
an open space resource. In any case, the incremental shadow would mostly not fall on the
benches at the intersection of Broadway and West 119" Street, and during the periods when it
would, other nearby benches within sight would remain in sun for users seeking sunlit seating.
Therefore the new shadow would not significantly impact the Malls.
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CHAPTER 4. HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

Introduction

This section assesses the potential of the Proposed Project to affect historic and cultural
resources. The Proposed Project is being reviewed in conformance with the New York State
Historic Preservation Act of 1980 (“SHPA”), specifically the implementing regulations of
Section 14.09 of the Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation Law (“PRHPL”), as well as
with the requirements of the Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”), dated March 18, 1998,
between the Dormitory Authority State of New York (“DASNY”) and the New York State
Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (“OPRHP”).

The Development Site is located on a portion of Manhattan Tax Block 1989, Lot 1 on the
campus of Barnard College in Morningside Heights, Manhattan. Following the guidelines of the
2014 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual, the historic resources study
area for this project is defined as being within an approximately 400-foot radius of the project
site (see Figure 4-1). Within the study area, architectural resources that were analyzed include
properties listed on the State or National Register of Historic Places (“S/NR”) or properties
determined eligible for such listing (“S/NR-eligible”), New York City Landmarks (“NYCLs”)
and Historic Districts, properties determined eligible for landmark status, and National Historic
Landmarks (“NHLs”). Additionally, a survey was conducted to identify any previously
undesignated properties in the study area that were then evaluated for their potential S/NR or
NYCL eligibility.

For archaeological resources, the study area is the Development Site, which would
require excavation for the construction of the Teaching and Learning Center. DASNY has
submitted the Proposed Project to the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic
Preservation (“OPRHP”) for review. If OPRHP determines the Development Site to be
potentially sensitive for archaeological resources, then a Phase 1A Documentary Research
Report will be prepared.

In general, potential impacts to architectural resources can include both direct physical
effects (e.g., demolition, alteration, or damage from construction on nearby sites) and indirect,
contextual effects, such as the isolation of a property from its surrounding environment, or the
introduction of visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that are out of character with a property
or that alter its setting. The study area for architectural resources is, therefore, larger to account
for any potential impacts that may occur where proposed construction activities could physically
alter architectural resources or be close enough to them to potentially cause physical damage or
visual or contextual impacts.

The Proposed Project is not expected to have significant adverse impacts on
archaeological and architectural resources. Although the context of the architectural resources
on the Development Site and Project Site and in the study area would be somewhat altered by the
addition of a new building to the Development Site, the proposed building would contribute to
the eclectic collection of building styles, ages, and materials found in this area of the
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Morningside Heights neighborhood. The proposed building would be of comparable height or
shorter than a number of buildings in the study area as well as Barnard’s campus. Cladding
materials would be chosen to complement the nearby historic buildings, while emphasizing the
differences between the historic buildings and the modern design of the proposed building.
These differences would highlight the unique qualities of both the architectural resources in the
surrounding area and the modern design of the proposed building.

The Development Site is located within 90 feet of Barnard Hall (S/NR-eligible), which
could potentially be adversely affected by ground-borne construction-period vibrations or other
unanticipated potential construction-related impacts. Therefore, to avoid potential adverse
physical impacts on this building, the Proposed Project would develop and implement a
construction protection plan (“CPP”) in consultation with OPRHP.

Existing Conditions

Development Site. The Development Site is located on the western portion of the
Barnard College campus superblock (Block 1989, Lot 1) and is currently occupied by Lehman
Hall (see View 1 of Figure 4-2). Lehman Hall was designed by O’Connor & Kilham and built
in 1959, one of the first buildings added to Barnard’s campus since 1926. The library/classroom
building’s design marks a distinct break in architectural style from the campus’s earlier,
classically-designed buildings. Because of the topography of this area of Manhattan, the
building’s western, Claremont Avenue fagade rises five stories and its eastern facade, at the
campus level, rises three stories. The east fagade is characterized by a three-story, glass-
enclosed space that cantilevers over a columned arcade and is faced in an irregularly gridded
concrete brise soleil'. Lehman Hall was previously determined by OPRHP to be not eligible for
listing on the Registers.

As described above, DASNY has submitted the Proposed Project to OPRHP for review.
If OPRHP determines the Development Site to be potentially sensitive for archaeological
resources, then a Phase 1A Documentary Research Report will be prepared.

Project Site and Study Area. The Barnard College campus main campus — bounded by
Claremont Avenue, Broadway, and West 1 16™ and 120" Streets — composes the Project Site.

Directly south of the Development Site on Barnard’s campus is the 4-story Barnard Hall
(S/NR), which contains a wide variety of student resources and academic facilities, as well as a
swimming pool, track, and gymnasium (see View 2 of Figure 4-2). Barnard Hall, built in 1916,
was the first major expansion of Barnard College’s academic facilities following the completion
of the original Milbank Hall complex in 1898. As defined in the Project Description, the
Proposed Project would also include the renovation of Barnard Hall’s 9,700-gsf LeFrak
Gymnasium to provide campus swing space for the temporary relocation of the academic uses
currently located in Lehman Hall during the construction of the new Teaching and Learning
Center. Upon completion of the Teaching and Learning Center, the swing space in the first floor

! Brise soleil is an architectural feature of a building which reduces heat gain within that building by deflecting sunlight
(e.g., a sun baffle outside the windows or extending over the entire surface of a building’s fagade.
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of Barnard Hall Gymnasium would be renovated to create a public assembly space. The walls
built for the swing space library would be removed, and a new acoustic ceiling with new lighting
would be installed, and the second floor rest rooms and meeting rooms would remain. The
faculty offices would be reconfigured to house the Barnard College Information Technology
department and additional administrative functions.

Milbank Hall (S/NR) is the original Barnard College building complex that comprises
Milbank Hall (1897), Brinkerhoff Hall (1898), and Fiske Hall (1897). Milbank Hall, designed
by Lamb & Rich, is located at 600-614 West 120™ Street and occupies the block bounded by
Claremont Avenue, Broadway, and West 119" and West 120™ Streets (West 119" Street is
closed to traffic). The three interconnected buildings are each four stories with a raised basement
that is faced in rusticated limestone. The upper floors are faced in red brick laid in Flemish
bond. The detailing and trim are limestone and terra cotta on the first floor and white glazed
terra cotta (imitation limestone) on the second through fourth floors. The complex is U-shaped
and set around a central courtyard (see View 3 of Figure 4-3).

Brooks Hall (S/NR) is located at the southern end of Barnard’s campus, along West 116"
Street. It was built in 1906-1908 and named after the first president of Barnard’s Board of
Trustees, the Reverend Arthur Brooks. The building is clad in red brick and features a 1-story
portico supported by lonic columns on the ground floor of its north facade (see View 4 of Figure
4-3). It was designed by Charles Rich.

Hewitt Hall (S/NR) built in 1924-25, abuts Brooks Hall on the west and fronts on
Claremont Avenue. It was designed by McKim Mead & White. According to Andrew Dolkart’s
Morningside Heights: A History of its Architecture and Development, construction of the
dormitory was a concerted effort to increase the geographic diversity of students, a euphemism
for the admission of elite Protestant students from outside of New York City in place of local
students of Eastern European Jewish background. The building is clad in brick, limestone, and
terra cotta and has Renaissance-inspired details (see View 5 of Figure 4-4).

Within the study area, there are an additional 18 known architectural resources. These
are listed in Table 4-1 and described below.

Pupin Hall/Pupin Physics Laboratory (NHL, S/NR), which was designed by McKim,
Mead & White and was built in 1925-1927, is located across Broadway on the Columbia
University campus. The basement of this 12-story red brick building with limestone trim, a
copper cornice, and a centrally-located rooftop observatory is the site where, on January 25,
1939, the first uranium atom was split in the United States using a cyclotron magnet. This event,
along with the splitting of a uranium atom in Denmark ten days earlier on January 15, 1939,
marked a turning point in world history and resulted in Federal support of atomic research efforts
at Columbia that lead to the development of the “Manhattan District Project” and the subsequent
production of the atomic bomb.

The portion of the McKim Mead & White-designed Columbia University campus
bounded by Broadway on the west, Amsterdam Avenue on the east, West 114™ Street on the
south, and an irregular line that includes Schermerhorn Hall, the steps of Uris Hall, and
Havemeyer Hall on the north has been determined S/NR-eligible. This area was determined
eligible as a historic district on May 9, 1980, by the New York State Committee on the Registers.
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However, the procedures for listing on the NR were being changed at the time and the potential
district has not been listed. The following buildings in the 400-foot study area were designed
and built as part of McKim, Mead & White’s 1894 master plan and 1926 expansion of the master
plan and, except where noted otherwise, were determined eligible for designation as part of the
S/NR-eligible historic district described above.

Table 4-1. Architectural Resources Within the Project Site and Study Area.

Ref. S/NR- | S/NR- NYCL-
No. Name Address NHL | listed | eligible | NYCL | eligible
PROJECT SITE
Known Architectural Resources
1. [Barnard Hall Barnard College, 3005 Broadway X
2. | Millbank Hall Barnard College, 600-614 West 120" Street X
3. | Brooks Hall Barnard College, 3009 Broadway X
4. | Hewitt Hall Barnard College, 3009 Broadway X
STUDY AREA
Known Architectural Resources
5. | Pupin Hall Columbia University, 538 West 120" Street X X
6. | Havemeyer Hall Columbia University, 3000 Broadway X
7. | Chandler Hall Columbia University, 3010 Broadway X
8. | Mathematics Hall Columbia University, 2990 Broadway X
9. |Earl Hall Columbia University, 2980 Broadway X
10. | Lewisohn Hall Columbia University, 2970 Broadway X
11. | Dodge Hall Columbia University, 2960 Broadway X
12. [ Journalism Hall Columbia University, 2950 Broadway X
13. | Furnald Hall Columbia University, 2940 Broadway X
14. [ Low Library Columbia University X X X'
15. [ 116™ Street-Columbia | 116™ Street and Broadway X X2
University Subway
Station
16. | Casa Hispanica 612 West 116" Street X
17. [ Alpha Club 434 Riverside Drive X
18. | Union Theological Block bounded by Broadway, Claremont X X3
Seminary Avenue, West 120" and 122" Streets
19. | Teachers College Block bounded by Amsterdam Avenue, X X
Historic District Broadway, and West 120" and 121* Streets
20. [Riverside Church 490-498 Riverside Drive X X
21. | Riverside Park and X X
Drive
22. | Morningside Heights x* X
Historic District
Notes:
See Figure 4-1 for reference.
'NYCL (Interior and Exterior)
*NYCL Interior Landmark
*NYCL designation encompasses Brown Memorial Tower, James Tower, and James Memorial Chapel.
*Determination made by LPC, in comment letter dated 2/12/2015.
NHL: National Historic Landmark
S/NR-listed: Listed on the New York State and National Registers of Historic Places
S/NR-eligible: Determined eligible for listing on the New York State and National Registers of Historic Places
NYCL: New York City Landmark

Havemeyer Hall (S/NR-eligible) is one of twelve classroom buildings designed by
McKim, Mead & White as part of the 1894 master plan. Havemeyer Hall was built in 1896-
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1897 and has a central pavilion topped by a copper pediment and flanked by two slightly
projecting end pavilions. This four-story building has limestone trim and window surrounds that
contrast the building’s red brick facade. Havemeyer Hall’s western fagade is along Broadway
and features a high granite base. At the building’s rear (north) elevation is a projecting,
semicircular lecture hall.

Chandler Hall (S/NR-eligible), also designed by McKim, Mead & White, is an extension
to Havemeyer Hall that was built in 1925-1928. The addition extends from Havemeyer’s
northwest, rear fagade along Broadway and maintains Havemeyer Hall’s original design
aesthetic through the use of red brick and limestone detailing. The addition has nine stories.

Mathematics Hall (S/NR-eligible), originally Engineering Hall, was also designed by
McKim Mead & White and built in 1896-1897. Like Havemeyer Hall and the other twelve
classroom buildings designed as part of the master plan, Mathematics Hall is a four-story red
brick building with limestone trim, window surrounds, and vertical elements and is capped by a
copper hipped roof.

Earl Hall (S/NR-eligible), located west of Low Memorial Library on Columbia
University’s Morningside Heights campus, was designed by McKim Mead & White and built in
1900-1902. This small, neo-Georgian red brick building, originally an assembly hall with
reading and meeting rooms, resembles a small centralized Italian Renaissance church with its
long flight of entrance stairs, limestone portico, and shallow dome.

Lewisohn Hall (S/NR-eligible), located just south of Earl Hall along Broadway, was
designed by Arnold Brunner and built in 1904. The design for the building reflected its status as
one of the campus’s more modest structures, with campus facades that are flatter and less heavily
detailed. The Broadway elevation was designed with a high granite base, contributing to the
effect of a walled enclosure. As required by McKim Mead & White’s master plan, the building
uses the same dark red brick and white limestone found on other campus structures, but its
detailing is more sculptural, reflecting Brunner’s taste for French Beaux-Arts design.

Dodge Hall (S/NR), located at the northeast corner of West 116™ Street and Broadway,
near one of the two main entrances to the campus, was designed by McKim Mead & White. It
was designed with a 2-story colonnade on second and third stories of its West 116" Street
elevation. The building also has a monumental entrance portico facing north onto the campus.

Journalism Hall (S/NR-eligible), located directly south of Dodge Hall at the southeast
corner of West 116™ Street and Broadway, was constructed in 1912-1913 with funding from
Joseph Pulitzer. It was designed by McKim Mead & White, and incorporated colonnades similar
to those employed at Dodge Hall. The attic level of the building was redesigned in the 1990s by
Pasanella + Klein Stolzman + Berg, with an addition of overscaled dormers and a tall elevator
bulkhead.

Furnald Hall (S/NR-eligible), located just south of Journalism Hall and oriented with its
longer facades parallel to Broadway, was built in 1912-1913 as Columbia’s third dormitory. It
was built in conjunction with the construction of Journalism Hall, thus saving money by building
the neighboring structures concurrently. It was designed by McKim Mead & White.
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Low Library (NHL, S/NR, NYCL-interior and exterior), centrally located on Columbia
University’s Morningside Heights campus just east of Earl Hall, was designed by McKim, Mead
& White and constructed from 1895 to 1897. Modeled on the Pantheon in Rome and designed in
the form of a Greek cross, Low Library was the first major building constructed after Columbia’s
relocation uptown from East 49" Street and Madison Avenue. The building, which was
constructed with Roman stone, is largely characterized by its Ionic portico, which consists of ten
fluted columns supporting a cornice and attic story. Above the central part of the building, an
octagonal-shaped drum supports a round, low dome. The neo-Classical structure was conceived
as the focal point of the new campus, both visually and academically; in addition to its central
location along the long axis of the campus, the Library is set back from College Walk by several
flights of steps, two landings, and a wide esplanade with landscaped areas.

The 116" Street-Columbia University Subway Station (S/NR-listed, NYCL-interior), at
the intersection of West 116" Street and Broadway, is one of a number of landmarked subway
station interiors designed by the architecture firm of Heins & LaFarge. In the station interiors,
Heins & LaFarge were required to use white tile and light-colored brick except where color was
introduced for effect. Color was used for mosaic sign panels and terra-cotta and faience plaques,
which were provided by the Rookwood Pottery of Cincinnati and the Grueby Faience Company
of Boston. The plaques were designed with an attribute unique to each station. For the 116"
Street-Columbia University station, the plaques incorporate the seal of Columbia University.
The significant elements of the subway station interior are the mosaic and glazed tiles, faience
plaques and moldings, brick wainscoting, and platform columns surfaced with glazed tile. The
station was recently restored.

612 West 116™ Street (S/NR-eligible) was constructed in 1906 for the Delta Phi
fraternity. It is now the Casa Hispanica of Columbia University. Designed by Thomas Nash, the
S-story structure is clad in stone and has classical details, including a colonnade of Doric
columns at the second story. The mansard roof is covered with slate tiles. Two small porthole
windows at the fifth floor are surrounded by a copper wreath.

The Alpha Club (S/NR) at 434 Riverside Drive was constructed in 1896 and designed by
the firm of Wood, Palmer and Hornbostel. It is now in residential use. The small 5-story Beaux-
Arts style building is clad in red brick with stone quoins. It has a hipped roof with copper-clad
dormer windows. The building’s central bay of windows is surrounded with heavily carved
stone ornament. The entrance to the building is on the side fagade, with a brick and stone-
enclosed entryway along Riverside Drive.

Union Theological Seminary (S/NR), a Protestant seminary founded in 1836, is located
on a full city block bounded by Broadway, Claremont Avenue, West 120" Street (a.k.a. Reinhold
Niebuhr Place), and West 122" Street. The Gothic seminary quadrangle was designed by Allen
& Collens (1906-1907). The seminary encompasses Brown Memorial Tower at the northwest
corner of Broadway and West 120™ Street. The tower’s base dates from 1908-1910 and the
tower dates from 1927-1928. James Tower (1908-1910) and James Memorial Chapel (1908-
1910) are located along the seminary’s Claremont Avenue elevation. The seminary buildings are
faced in Manhattan schist that was quarried on the site. The buildings have limestone trim.
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Brown Memorial Tower, the James Tower and James Memorial Chapel also compose a New
York City Landmark.

Teachers College (S/NR-eligible, NYCL-eligible) occupies a full block bounded by
Amsterdam Avenue, Broadway, and West 120" and 121°% Streets. It was the first educational
institution to move to Morningside Heights. The college progressively constructed a campus on
the full block, commencing with the mid-block construction of its original building — the Main
Hall in 1892 and followed by Macy Hall in 1894 — designed in the High-Victorian Gothic style
by William A. Potter. Whittier Hall was designed by Bruce Price in 1901, and was the first
dormitory built in Morningside Heights. It is an 11-story red brick building set on a two-story
limestone base, designed in the Tudor Gothic style. It is crowned by brick gables, and the
structure is adorned with elaborate limestone ornament including belt courses, quoins, turrets,
and finials. The library and other campus buildings on West 121% Street are of a similar
architectural character, though built in the early- to mid-twentieth century. These structures are
also faced in red brick, with gables, and also decorated with stone ornament. The one non-
contributing building on the block is Thorndike Hall, an 11-story building faced in cast
stone/concrete. Teachers College has been determined eligible for listing on the S/NR and
designation as a NYCL as an historic district.

Riverside Church (S/NR, NYCL), located at 490-498 Riverside Drive, was designed by
Henry C. Pelton and Allen & Collens. It was constructed in 1928-30. Financed primarily by
John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Riverside Church is one of the best-known religious structures in New
York. Built during an era when most houses of worship were literally being overshadowed by
corporate and residential skyscrapers, the 392-foot tower has a strong presence on the Upper
West Side skyline. The architects loosely based their design on Chartres Cathedral, employing a
limestone curtain wall to disguise the steel frame that was used to speed construction and support
the immense weight of the 72-bell carillon.

Riverside Park and Drive (S/NR, NYCL), which runs for nearly four miles along the
western edge of Manhattan through the study area, was initially established in 1865 as a way of
increasing real estate values on the Upper West Side. Riverside Drive (NYCL) was originally
laid out in 1870. In 1873, the New York City Parks Department asked Frederick Law Olmstead
to draw up a formal plan for the park and drive. Olmsted’s concept was to treat the park and the
drive as a single design that would take advantage of the natural beauty of the site. The curving
drive was landscaped with trees, walkways, and viewing sites, and the hillside leading down
toward the New York Central’s railroad tracks and the Hudson River was planted. The wide,
straight walkway within the park (located on top of the railroad tracks) and the paths and
playgrounds alongside the river were not part of Olmsted’s design but were laid out by Clifton
Lloyd in 1934-37, at the time of the construction of the Henry Hudson Parkway. In addition to
these resources, the staff of the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission (“LPC”)
has studied a possible Morningside Heights historic district. The district does not have firm
boundaries; however, the area generally being considered for designation is bounded by
Broadway, Riverside Drive, West 110" Street and Riverside Church. The potential district has
not been calendared for a public hearing nor heard by the Commission but has been identified as
NYCL-eligible and S/NR-eligible by LPC.
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The Future Without the Proposed Project

In the future without the Proposed Project, the Teaching and Learning Center would not
be constructed, and the renovation of portions of Barnard Hall to serve as swing space during
project construction would not take place. No excavation of the Development Site would occur.

There is one other planned development expected to be completed in the study area by
the 2018 build year — the construction of a new facility by the Korean Methodist Church on the
same site as their existing building at 633 West 115" Street.

The status of historic resources could change in the future without the proposed project.
S/NR-eligible historic resources could be listed on the Registers, NYCL-eligible properties could
be calendared for a designation hearing, and properties pending designation as New York City
Landmarks could be designated. It is possible that some historic resources in the study area
could deteriorate, while others could be restored. In addition, future projects could affect the
settings of historic resources, or accidentally damage such resources through adjacent
construction.

The Future With the Proposed Project

Development Site. The Development Site would require excavation for the proposed
building. As described above, DASNY is consulting with LPC and OPRHP for their
determinations of the potential archaeological sensitivity of the Development Site. If LPC or
OPRHP determines the development parcel to be potentially sensitive for archaeological
resources, then a Phase 1A Documentary Research Report will be prepared. As relevant, based
on the conclusions of the Phase 1A, and in consultation with OPRHP and LPC, a suitable
treatment plan would be devised for any areas of potential sensitivity. The treatment plan could
include construction monitoring or field testing, depending on the nature of the potential
resources identified and the extent of construction that would take place in specific locations.

In a letter dated March 6, 2015 (see Appendix B), OPRHP noted that Lehman Hall is not
S/NR-eligible and that it would not object to the building’s demolition.

Project Site and Study Area. Barnard Hall is located within 90 feet of the Development
Site. To avoid potential inadvertent construction-related impacts on this architectural resource,
including ground-borne vibration, falling debris, and accidental damage from heavy machinery, a
CPP would be developed in consultation with LPC and OPRHP and implemented by a
professional engineer prior to any demolition or construction. The CPP would follow the New
York City Department of Buildings Technical Policy and Procedure Notice (“PPN”) #10/88
regarding procedures for the avoidance of damage to historic structures resulting from adjacent
construction. The PPN defines adjacent historic structures as being contiguous or within a lateral
distance of 90 feet from a lot under development or alteration. The CPP would set forth
measures for the protection and avoidance of structural and architectural damage for this
resource.

OPRHP, in its letter of March 6, 2015, indicated that it is likely that the renovation of the
Barnard Hall gymnasium, including the building of a second floor within the gymnasium, would
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constitute an adverse impact to this historic building. OPRHP has requested an alternatives
analysis that could bring forth ways to minimize or remove harm to the character-defining
features of Barnard Hall. The alternatives analysis is being prepared by DASNY.

During preliminary project planning, Barnard analyzed its library services, and academic,
faculty and staff relocation needs in an effort to determine the type and amount of space that
would be needed during the demolition of Lehman Hall and the subsequent construction of the
Teaching and Learning Center. Initially, the College sought to relocate the faculty offices at
nearby locations that might have additional office space for rent. Requests went out to several
nearby institutions, including the Interchurch Center; Jewish Theological Seminary; Teacher’s
College; Manhattan School of Music; Columbia University and Union Theological Seminary
(“UTS”). None of the institutions contacted had viable space available to meet Barnard’s needs.

Next, available assets on campus were evaluated including the Barnard Hall pool, taken
out of commission a couple of years ago; Sulzberger Annex; space above the Vagelos Alumnae
Center; space in Milbank Hall for a recently vacated print services department and the
underutilized LeFrak gymnasium in Barnard Hall. Further analysis revealed that the Barnard
Hall pool would not be large enough to house the entire program required, nor would a
combination of the pool in conjunction with Sulzberger Annex. As a result, the gymnasium was
evaluated for a program fit. It was determined that by constructing two floors in the gym,
Barnard would achieve enough square footage to allow for most of the program. Sulzberger
Annex and Milbank Hall were added to complete the swing space program. As planning for the
swing space in the gymnasium progressed, Barnard realized that by making the space permanent,
the College could realize its goals of providing space for the Information Technology
Department and additional administrative functions as well as that of providing better on-campus
public assembly space.

The final resolution of any cultural resources aspects of the Proposed Project is subject to
SHPA and its Section 14.09 implementing regulations. DASNY and Barnard look forward to the
development of a Letter of Resolution (“LOR”) with OPRHP regarding the subject building.

Besides Barnard Hall, there are no study area architectural resources located within 90
feet of the Development Site; therefore, the Proposed Project would not have any adverse
physical impacts on resources in the study area.

The design of the proposed Teaching and Learning Center would include materials
chosen to complement the nearby historic buildings on the Project Site, while emphasizing the
differences between the historic buildings and the modern design of the proposed building.
These differences would highlight the unique qualities of both the architectural resources on the
Project Site and the modern design of the proposed building. The proposed Teaching and
Learning Center would be taller and larger than the existing Lehman Hall; however, it would be
similar in height to several existing buildings on Barnard’s campus, most notably Altschul Hall
and Sultzberger Hall, and its total area also would be comparable to other campus buildings.
Overall, the proposed building would be consistent with the bulk, uses, and arrangements of
other buildings on the Barnard campus.

Many existing buildings near the Project Site include a variety of building materials that
characterize the period during which the buildings were built. The proposed building would be
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designed likewise to characterize the current period in architecture and building technology. The
proposed building would contribute to the eclectic collection of building styles, ages, and
materials found in this area of the Morningside Heights neighborhood. At approximately 210
feet, the proposed building would be of comparable height or shorter than a number of buildings
in the study area, including the Interchurch Center, at 237 feet in height, and the 229-foot-tall
Northwest Science Building at the southeast corner of West 120" Street and Broadway.

Overall, the proposed project would not be expected to have any significant adverse
physical, visual, or contextual impacts on historic resources.
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CHAPTER 5. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Introduction

This attachment presents the findings of the hazardous materials assessment and
identifies potential issues of concern that could pose a hazard to workers, the community, and/or
the environment during or after development of the Proposed Project. The Development Site
currently contains a five-story (plus basement) Lehman Hall, as well as portions of Barnard and
Milbank Halls. The Proposed Project would entail demolition of Lehman Hall, followed by the
construction of a new building at its location, as well as internal renovation in portions of
Barnard and Milbank Halls. Excavation is anticipated only for the construction of the new
building.

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (“ESA”) of the Development Site was
performed in March 2015 [to come] in accordance with ASTM Standard E1527-13, Standard
Practice for Environmental Site Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Practice.
The ESA included a visual inspection; a review of historical land use maps, prior reports and
local records; and a review of State and federal regulatory databases relating to use, generation,
storage, treatment and/or disposal of hazardous materials.

Existing Conditions

Subsurface Conditions. The Development Site is approximately 120 to 130 feet above
sea level, sloping down to the northwest. Bedrock in the vicinity of the project site is shallow,
and 1s anticipated to be approximately 0 to 30 feet below grade. The tunnels for the Metropolitan
Transportation Authority — NYC Transit (“MTA-NYCT”) No. 1 subway line pass beneath
Broadway approximately 160 feet east of the Development Site.

Based on surface topography, groundwater would be anticipated to be encountered
approximately 120 feet below grade and to flow west towards the Hudson River; however,
shallower groundwater perched on bedrock may be present. Additionally, the actual
groundwater depth and flow direction may be influenced by dewatering for the nearby subway
tunnels, and perhaps other factors. Groundwater in Manhattan is not used as a source of potable
water (the municipal water supply uses upstate reservoirs).

Hazardous Materials Assessment. The Phase I ESA identified no “Recognized
Environmental Conditions” (“RECs”), i.e., the presence or likely presence of hazardous
substances or petroleum in the ground or groundwater. Identified environmental concerns
included off-site reported spills and hazardous waste generators with limited potential to affect
the project site), and the potential presence (typical of older buildings) of asbestos-containing
materials (“ACM”), lead-based paint, and fluorescent lighting fixtures and other electrical
equipment that could include polychlorinated biphenyls (“PCBs”).
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The Future Without The Proposed Project

In the future without the Proposed Project, the Development Site would remain in its
current condition. Currently, there are no known significant health risks associated with the
Development Site. Likewise, there would be no significant health risks at the Development Site
in the future without the Proposed Project. Legal requirements (including New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation [NYSDEC] and United States Environmental
Protection Agency [EPA] regulations) pertaining to any ACM, lead-based paint, and potential
PCB-containing equipment would continue to apply.

The Future With The Proposed Project

The Proposed Project would entail demolition of the existing Lehman Hall, excavation
for the construction of a new building at its location, and interior renovation in portions of
Barnard and Milbank Halls. Although these activities could increase pathways for human
exposure, impacts would be avoided by performing the project in accordance with the following:

e During any future subsurface disturbance, excavated soil should be handled and disposed
of in accordance with applicable regulatory requirements. If dewatering is necessary for
the proposed construction, water would be discharged to sewers in accordance with New
York City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP) requirements.

e Any suspect ACM that would be disturbed by the Proposed Project would be surveyed
for asbestos by a NYC-certified asbestos investigator. All such ACM would be removed
and disposed of prior to the disturbance in accordance with local, state and federal
requirements.

e Any activities with the potential to disturb lead-based paint would be performed in
accordance with applicable requirements (including federal Occupational Safety and
Health Administration regulation 29 CFR 1926.62 - Lead Exposure in Construction).

e Unless there is labeling or test data indicating that any suspect PCB-containing electrical
equipment and fluorescent lighting fixtures do not contain PCBs, and that any fluorescent
lighting bulbs do not contain mercury, if disposal is required, it would be conducted in
accordance with applicable federal, state and local requirements.

With these measures, the Proposed Project would not result in any significant adverse
impacts related to hazardous materials.
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CHAPTER 6. AIR QUALITY

Introduction

The potential for air quality impacts associated with the Proposed Project is assessed in
this chapter. The Proposed Project, located on the Barnard College campus superblock, would
include renovations on the existing buildings and a new 11-story Teaching and Learning Center
building at the Development Site, which is currently occupied by Lehman Hall.

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, an air quality analysis is necessary if a
project would result in direct or indirect impacts on ambient air quality. Direct impacts stem
from emissions generated directly by the project such as stationary sources (e.g., emissions from
fuel burned on site for heating systems). Indirect impacts are caused indirectly by a project, such
as emissions generated by on-road vehicle engines (mobile sources). The Proposed Project is not
expected to significantly alter traffic conditions, and the maximum hourly incremental traffic
from the Proposed Project would not exceed the CEQR Technical Manual’s carbon monoxide
screening threshold of 170 peak hour trips at nearby intersections in the study area, nor would it
exceed the fine particulate matter (PM; 5) emission screening threshold discussed in Chapter 17,
Sections 210 and 311 of the 2014 CEQR Technical Manual. Therefore, a quantified assessment
of emissions from project-generated traffic is not warranted. However, the Proposed Project
would include a new boiler installation for the new Teaching and Learning Center. Therefore, a
stationary source screening analysis was conducted to evaluate potential future pollutant
concentrations from the proposed heating and hot water system.

Based on the air quality assessment performed and described in the sections below, there
would be no potential for significant adverse air quality impacts from the heating and hot water
systems from the Proposed Project.

Heating and Hot Water Systems Screening Analysis

The Proposed Project would include a heat and hot water system that would potentially
be able to utilize either No. 2 fuel oil or natural gas. A screening analysis was performed using
the EPA-approved AERSCREEN model (version 14147 EPA, 2014). The AERSCREEN model
predicts worst-case one-hour impacts downwind from a point, area, or volume source.
AERSCREEN generates application-specific worst-case meteorology, using representative
minimum and maximum ambient air temperatures, and site-specific surface characteristics such
as albedo, Bowen ratio, and surface roughness. The AERSCREEN model was used to calculate
ambient concentrations of criteria pollutants from the Proposed Project downwind of the stack.

The current design includes the operation of a 170-bhp dual-fuel boiler to provide space
heating and two 400 MBH boilers, with one in use and another as backup, to provide domestic
hot water. Emission rates were calculated based on the proposed floor area and the energy
consumption factor specified in the CEQR Technical Manual Air Quality Appendix. Short-term
emissions were estimated by assuming 100 heating days. Emissions from the use of both No. 2
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fuel oil and natural gas were assessed. Emission rates and stack parameters used in the screening
analysis are presented in Table 6-1. As shown, emission rates based on the use of No. 2 fuel oil
are the highest and were therefore assumed in the analysis as the worst case scenario.

Table 6-1. HVAC Emission Rates and Stack Parameters

Parameter | Value
Stack Parameters:
Stack Height (ft) 200
Stack Diameter (ft) " 1.88
Exhaust Velocity (m/s)® 4.60
Exhaust Temperature (°F) ) 300
Emission Rates (g/s): ©)
No. 2 Fuel Oil
PM, 5, 24-Hour 0.0064
PM, 5, Annual 0.0018
PM,,, 24-Hour 0.0072
SO,, 1-Hour 0.0006
SO,, 3-Hour 0.0006
NO,, 1-Hour 0.0601
NO,, Annual 0.0165
Natural Gas
PM, 5, 24-Hour 0.0031
PM, 5, Annual 0.0009
NO,, 1-Hour 0.0696
NO,, Annual 0.0112
Notes:

1. The current design includes two stacks in close proximity that are modeled
as collocated stacks for screening purposes.

2. The exhaust flow rate and temperature were based on a DEP permit
database for similar size boiler systems.

3. The emission rates are based on AP-42 emission factors.

Sources: EPA AP-42 Section 1.4

Based on the design of the Proposed Project, the boiler exhaust stack will be located
approximately 60 feet from the nearest receptor location on Altschul Hall, which is adjacent to
the proposed building, at the nearest height at which there would be operable windows. At the
minimum stack height required by building code, approximately 192 feet (i.e., 3 feet above the
parapet of the proposed new Teaching and Learning Center), concentrations predicted by the
AERSCREEN model might exceed screening levels at one location; therefore, a stack height of
200 feet above grade was identified at which no significant air quality impacts would occur and
the project is committed to implementing this minimum stack height.

Based on the assumptions described above, the concentrations predicted by the
AERSCREEN model, presented in Table 6-2, are below the applicable thresholds. Therefore,
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with a stack height of at least 200 feet above grade, the Proposed Project would not result in any
potential adverse air quality impacts.

Table 6-2. Maximum Modeled Pollutant Concentration (pg/m3)

Using No. 2 Fuel Oil
Averaging Maximum Total NAAQS/
Pollutant Period Modeled Impact Background(” Concentration | Threshold
PM, 5 24-hour 3.2 24 N/A 559
PM, 5 Annual 0.1 N/A N/A 0.3
PM;, 24-hour 3.6 37 41 150
SO, 1-hour 0.5 81 82 196
SO, 3-hour 0.5 162 163 1300
NO, 1-hour 41 112 176 188
NO, Annual 0.7 41 42 100
Using Natural Gas
Averaging Maximum Total NAAQS/
Pollutant Period Modeled Impact | Background” | Concentration | Threshold
PM, s 24-hour 1.6 24 N/A 550
PM, s Annual 0.1 N/A N/A 0.3%
NO, 1-hour 28 112 140 188
NO, Annual 0.7 41.1 42 100

Notes:

N/A — Not Applicable

(1) In accordance with the form of the standards, 1-hour NO, background is the maximum daily 98"
percentile background concentration, averaged over the most recent three years for which
monitoring data are available. The annual NO, background is based on the maximum annual
average measured over the most recent five years. The 3-hour SO, background levels are based on
maximum second-highest concentrations recorded over the five year period. The 24-hour average
PM ( background concentration is based on the maximum second-highest 24-hour average
concentration measured over the most recent 3-year period. The 1-hour average SO,
concentration is based on the 3-year average of the annual 99™ percentile of the daily maximum
1-hour SO, concentrations.

(2) Includes a 1-hour conversion ratio of NO, to NOy of 80 percent.

(3) 24-hour PM, 5 de minimis criteria, which is half the difference between the background
concentration and the 24-hour standard of 35 pg/m’.

(4) Annual PM, 5 de minimis criteria
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CHAPTER 7. NOISE

Introduction

This chapter considers the potential of the Proposed Project to result in significant
adverse noise impacts.

The Proposed Project would not generate sufficient traffic to have the potential to cause a
significant noise impact (i.e., it would not result in a doubling of noise passenger car equivalents
[“Noise PCEs”] which would be necessary to cause a 3 dBA' increase in noise levels).
However, ambient noise levels adjacent to the Development Site were considered to address
CEQR noise abatement requirements for the proposed building.

Acoustical Fundamentals

Sound is a fluctuation in air pressure. Sound pressure levels are measured in units called
“decibels” (“dB”). The particular character of the sound that we hear (a whistle compared with a
French horn, for example) is determined by the frequency at which the air pressure fluctuates, or
“oscillates.” Frequency defines the oscillation of sound pressure in terms of cycles per second.
One cycle per second is known as 1 Hertz (“Hz”). People can hear over a relatively limited
range of sound frequencies, generally between 20 Hz and 20,000 Hz, and the human ear does not
perceive all frequencies equally well. High frequencies (e.g., a whistle) are more easily
discernible, and therefore more intrusive, than many of the lower frequencies (e.g., the lower
notes on the French horn).

“A”-Weighted Sound Level (dBA). In order to establish a uniform noise measurement
that simulates people’s perception of loudness and annoyance, the decibel measurement is
weighted to account for those frequencies most audible to the human ear. This is known as the
A-weighted sound level, or “dBA,” and it is the descriptor of noise levels most often used for
community noise. As shown in Table 7-1, the threshold of human hearing is defined as 0 dBA;
very quiet conditions (in a library, for example) are approximately 40 dBA; levels between 50
dBA and 70 dBA define the range of noise levels generated by normal daily activity; levels
above 70 dBA would be considered noisy, and then loud, intrusive, and deafening as the scale
approaches 130 dBA.

In considering these values, it is important to note that the dBA scale is logarithmic,
meaning that each increase of 10 dBA describes a doubling of perceived loudness. Thus, the
background noise in an office, at 50 dBA, is perceived as being twice as loud as that in a library,
at 40 dBA. For most people to perceive an increase in noise, it must be at least 3 dBA. At 5
dBA, the change will be readily noticeable.

' The A-weighted decibel scale is used almost exclusively in vehicle noise measurement because it reflects the
frequency range to which the human ear is most sensitive (1,000 to 6,000 Hertz). Sound levels measured using an A-weighted
decibel scale are generally expressed as dBA.
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Table 7-1. Common Noise Levels

Sound Source (dBA)

Military jet, air raid siren 130
Amplified rock music 110
Jet takeoff at 500 meters 100
Freight train at 30 meters 95
Train horn at 30 meters 90
Heavy truck at 15 meters 80-90
Busy city street, loud shout 80
Busy traffic intersection 70-80
Highway traffic at 15 meters, train 70
Predominantly industrial area 60
Light car traffic at 15 meters, city or commercial areas, or 50-60
residential areas close to industry
Background noise in an office 50
Suburban areas with medium-density transportation 40-50
Public library 40
Soft whisper at 5 meters 30
Threshold of hearing 0
Note: A 10 dBA increase in level doubles the perceived loudness, and a 10 dBA

decrease halves it.
Sources: Cowan, James P. Handbook of Environmental Acoustics, Van Nostrand

Reinhold, New York, 1994. Egan, M. David, Architectural Acoustics.

McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1988.

Sound Level Descriptors. Because the dBA sound pressure level unit describes a noise
level at just one moment, and very few noises are constant, other ways of describing noise that
fluctuates over extended periods have been developed. One way is to describe the fluctuating
sound heard over a specific time period as if it had been a steady, unchanging sound. For this
condition, a descriptor called the “equivalent sound level,” Ly, can be computed. L., is the
constant sound level that, in a given situation and time period (e.g., 1 hour, denoted by Lq1), or
24 hours, denoted by Leq24)), conveys the same sound energy as the actual time-varying sound.
Statistical sound level descriptors such as L;, Lo, Lso, Loo, and Ly, are used to indicate noise
levels that are exceeded 1, 10, 50, 90, and x percent of the time, respectively.

The relationship between L.y and levels of exceedance is worth noting. Because Lq 1s
defined in energy rather than straight numerical terms, it is not simply related to the levels of
exceedance. If the noise fluctuates very little, L., will approximate Lsy or the median level. If
the noise fluctuates broadly, the L.y will be approximately equal to the Lo value. If extreme
fluctuations are present, the Ly will exceed Loy or the background level by 10 or more decibels.
Thus the relationship between L. and the levels of exceedance will depend on the character of
the noise. In community noise measurements, it has been observed that the L. is generally
between Lo and Lsy.

As per the CEQR Technical Manual, L is the noise descriptor used for this noise impact
evaluation.
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Noise Standards and Criteria

New York CEQR Noise Criteria. The CEQR Technical Manual provides attenuation
requirements for buildings based on exterior noise levels (see Table 7-2, “Required Attenuation
Values to Achieve Acceptable Interior Noise Levels”). These noise attenuation values for
buildings are designed to ensure interior noise levels of 45 dBA or lower for classroom uses and
50 dBA or lower for office, laboratory, and administrative uses.

Table 7-2. Required Attenuation Values to Achieve Acceptable Interior
Noise Levels

Marginally Unacceptable Clearly Unacceptable
Noise Level
With Proposed 70<Lyp<73 73<Lip<76 76 <L <78 78 <L <80 80 <Ly
Project
@ () (1) av)
Attenuation” 28 dB(A) 31 dB(A) 33 dB(A) 35 dB(A) 36 + (L1 — 80 )° dB(A)

Notes:

A The above composite window-wall attenuation values are for residential dwellings and community facility
development. Commercial office spaces and meeting rooms would be 5 dB(A) less in each category. All the above
categories require a closed window situation and hence an alternate means of ventilation.

Required attenuation values increase by 1 dB(A) increments for Lo values greater than 80 dBA.

Source: New York City Department of Environmental Protection.

B

Existing Noise Levels

Existing noise levels at the Development Site were measured at two locations. Site 1 was
located along Claremont Avenue adjacent to the project site. Site 2 was located on the Lehman
Lawn adjacent to the project site. The measurement locations are shown in Figure 7-1.

At all receptor sites, existing noise levels were measured for 20-minute intervals during
the two weekday peak periods expected to produce the highest levels of ambient noise—a.m.
(7:00 a.m. to 8:30 a.m.) and midday (12:00 p.m. to 1:30 p.m.). These time periods represent the
times when the greatest level of traffic would be expected on the southbound lanes of Broadway
adjacent to the project site, which is the dominant noise source at the site. Measurements were
taken on Tuesday, March 3, 2015.

Equipment Used During Noise Monitoring. Measurements were performed using a
Briiel & Kjer Sound Level Meter (SLM) Type 2260, a Briiel & Kjar 2-inch microphone Type
4189, and a Briiel & Kjar Sound Level Calibrator Type 4231. The Briiel & Kjer SLM is a Type
1 instrument according to ANSI Standard S1.4-1983 (R2006). The microphone was mounted on
a tripod at a height of approximately 12 feet for the elevated measurement location and
approximately 5 feet above the ground for the at-grade measurement locations, and was mounted
at least approximately 5 feet away from any large reflecting surfaces. The SLM was calibrated
before and after readings with a Briiel & Kjar Type 4231 Sound Level Calibrator using the
appropriate adaptor. Measurements at each location were made on the A-scale (dBA). The data
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were digitally recorded by the sound level meter and displayed at the end of the measurement
period in units of dBA. The sound level metrics recorded included Leg, L1, Lio, Lso, Loo, and
1/3 octave band levels. A windscreen was used during all sound measurements, except for

calibration. All measurement procedures were based on the guidelines outlined in ANSI
Standard S1.13-2005.

The existing noise level measurements are summarized in Table 7-3.

Table 7-3. Existing Noise Levels (in dBA)

Site Measurement Location Time L L, Ly Lso Lo,
.m. 60.2
1 Claremont Avenue between West 120" Street and West 116" Street a, = 70.3 634 339 326
midday 58.2 65.6 61.0 56.4 534
a.m. 60.1
2 West Boundary of Lehman Lawn - §9.0 62.5 583 238
midday 59.3 65.9 62.2 57.9 55.1

Note: Measurements were conducted by AKRF Acoustics Department on March 3, 2015.

At all receptor sites, vehicular traffic noise on the adjacent roadways was the dominant
noise source. Measured levels are moderate and reflect the level of adjacent vehicular activity.
In terms of the CEQR criteria, the existing noise levels at Sites 1 and 2 would be in the
“acceptable” category.

Noise Attenuation Measures

The proposed Teaching and Learning Center as well as the proposed renovations to
Barnard Hall would be designed and constructed using standard construction methods and
materials, including acoustically-rated windows and air conditioning as an alternate means of
ventilation. The proposed buildings’ facades, including these elements, would be expected to
provide a composite Outdoor-Indoor Transmission Class® (“OITC™) such that interior noise
levels would be 45 dBA or lower for classroom uses and 50 dBA or lower for office, laboratory,
and administrative uses. Furthermore, because the exterior Lon) noise levels at the project site
would be less than 70 dBA, the CEQR Technical Manual does not provide a specific requirement
for the level of window/wall attenuation.

In addition, the building mechanical systems (i.e., heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning) would be designed to meet all applicable noise regulations (i.e., Subchapter 5, §24-
227 of the New York City Noise Control Code and the New York City Department of Buildings
Code) and to avoid generating noise that would significantly increase ambient levels.

% The attenuation of a composite structure is a function of the attenuation provided by each of its component parts, and
how much of the area is made up of each part. A building facade generally consists of wall, glazing, and any vents or louvers
associated with building mechanical systems. The OITC classification is defined by the American Society of Testing and
Materials (“ASTM”) E1332-10 and is used in the acoustical design of building fagades.
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CHAPTER 8. ADDITIONAL TECHNICAL INFORMATION

The environmental review of the Barnard College Teaching and Learning Center
(“Proposed Project”) follows the State Environmental Quality Review Act (“SEQRA”), and the
New York City Environmental Quality Review (“CEQR”) Technical Manual generally is used as
a guide with respect to environmental analysis methodologies and impact criteria for evaluating
the Proposed Project in this Supplemental Report, unless stated otherwise.' This section provides
a summary of the environmental analysis areas that were evaluated using the screening
procedures in the CEQR Technical Manual.

Socioeconomic Conditions

The socioeconomic character of an area includes its population, housing, and economic
activity. According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a socioeconomic assessment should be
conducted if a project may reasonably be expected to create substantial socioeconomic changes
within the area affected by the project that would not occur in the absence of the project.
Projects that would result in the following conditions would trigger a CEQR/SEQRA analysis of
socioeconomic conditions:

e Direct displacement of a residential population so that the socioeconomic profile of the
neighborhood would be substantially altered. Displacement of less than 500 residents
would not typically be expected to affect socioeconomic conditions in a neighborhood.

e Direct displacement of more than 100 employees; or the direct displacement of a business
or institution that is unusually important as follows: it has a critical social or economic
role in the community, it would have unusual difficulty in relocating successfully, it is of
a type or in a location that makes it the subject of other regulations or publicly adopted
plans aimed at its preservation, it serves a population uniquely dependent on its services
in its present location, or it is particularly important to neighborhood character.

e Introduction of substantial new development that is markedly different from existing uses,
development, and activities within the neighborhood. Such a project could lead to indirect
displacement. Residential development of 200 units or fewer or commercial development of
200,000 square feet or less would typically not result in significant socioeconomic impacts.

e Projects that are expected to affect conditions within a specific industry, such as a
citywide regulatory change that could adversely impact the economic and operational
conditions of certain type of businesses.

The Proposed Project would involve the replacement of the existing 65,000-gross-square-
foot Lehman Hall with a new, approximately 133,000-gross-square-foot Teaching and Learning
Center; in addition, portions of Barnard Hall would be renovated to serve as replacement “swing
space” during the construction of the new Center. The Proposed Project would not introduce or
displace any residents, nor would it displace more than 100 employees or a business or

! The City of New York, Mayor’s Office of Environmental Coordination, CEQR Technical Manual, March 2014.



Dormitory Authority State of New York

Barnard College Teaching and Learning Center

institution. No increase in enrollment would occur as a result of the Center’s construction; the
new facility is intended to fulfill unmet existing demand for academic facilities by the Barnard
College student body and faculty. The Proposed Project would be consistent with and would
contribute to the existing institutional uses on the Barnard College campus. Therefore, the
Proposed Project does not meet the threshold for further analysis and would not result in any
significant adverse impacts on socioeconomic conditions.

Community Facilities and Services

The CEQR Technical Manual states that a community facilities assessment is appropriate
if a project would have a direct effect on a community facility, or if it would have an indirect
effect by introducing new populations that would overburden existing facilities.

As explained below, the Proposed Project would not result in significant indirect effects
on community facilities and services, such as public schools, libraries, hospitals, child-care
centers, or police and fire protection.

e Schools: The CEQR Technical Manual specifies that if a project introduces more than 50
elementary and/or intermediate school students or 150 or more high school students who
are expected to attend public schools, there may be a significant impact to educational
facilities. The Proposed Project would not generate any residential units. Therefore, no
further analysis is warranted.

e Libraries: The CEQR Technical Manual recommends an analysis of potential impacts to
libraries if a project would increase the service population by more than 5 percent. The
Proposed Project would not result in an increase to the population compared to the No
Action condition, and would not generate any new residents. Therefore, further analysis
is not necessary, and it is expected that there would be no significant adverse impacts to
libraries.

e Health Care Facilities: The CEQR Technical Manual recommends an analysis of
potential indirect impacts to public health care facilities if a project would introduce a
sizeable new neighborhood. The Proposed Project would not generate any new residents.
Therefore, further analysis is not necessary, and the Proposed Project would not result in
significant adverse impacts to health care facilities.

e Child-Care Facilities: The CEQR Technical Manual recommends an analysis of potential
impacts to publicly-funded group child-care and Head Start centers if a project would
generate more than 20 eligible children under age 6 and living in low- to moderate-
income residential units. As noted above, the Proposed Project would not generate any
new low- or moderate-income residential units and, therefore, further analysis is not
necessary.

e Police and Fire Protection: The CEQR Technical Manual recommends an analysis of
potential impacts to police and fire services if a project would affect the physical
operations of, or access to and from a precinct house or a station house, or if it would
introduce a sizable new neighborhood. The Proposed Project would not directly affect
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the operations of a police or fire station, nor would it introduce a sizeable new
neighborhood. Therefore, no further analysis is necessary.

As described above, the Proposed Project would involve the replacement of the existing
65,000-gross-square-foot Lehman Hall with a new, approximately 133,000-gross-square-foot
Teaching and Learning Center, as well as the renovation of portions of Barnard Hall. The Proposed
Project would not result in an increase in population on the Project Site or on the Barnard
College Campus. Therefore the Proposed Project would not result in a significant adverse
community facilities impact, and no further analysis is necessary.

Open Space

The CEQR Technical Manual requires an analysis of potential impacts on open space
when a project would have a direct effect on open space, or when it would have an indirect effect
by generating: more than 50 residents or 125 workers in an area identified as underserved for
open space resources; more than 350 residents or 750 workers in an area identified as well-
served; or more than 200 residents or 500 employees in an area not identified as either
underserved or well-served by open space resources.

The Proposed Project would not directly affect open space, nor would it result in a
change in population that could have an indirect effect on open space. The Proposed Project
would not displace any existing public open spaces, but would instead replace the existing
Lehman Hall with a new Teaching and Learning Center. The Proposed Project would not result
in an increase to Barnard’s population, and the Project Site is located in an area that is not
identified as either underserved or well-served by open space resources. Therefore, the Proposed
Project would not have the potential to result in any significant adverse impacts to open space,
and no further analysis is necessary. Urban Design and Visual Resources Urban design is
defined as the totality of components that may affect a pedestrian’s experience of public space.
These components include streets, buildings, visual resources, open spaces, natural resources,
and wind. According to the CEQR Technical Manual, a preliminary assessment of urban design
and visual resources is appropriate when there is the potential for a pedestrian to observe, from
the street level, a physical alteration beyond that allowed by existing zoning. Examples include
projects that permit the modification of yard, height, and setback requirements, and projects that
result in an increase in built floor area beyond what would be allowed “as of right” or in the
future without the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would comply with existing zoning;
therefore, no further analysis is warranted, and the Proposed Project would therefore not result in
significant adverse impacts to urban design and visual resources.

Natural Resources

A natural resources assessment is conducted when a natural resource is present on or near
a development site and the Proposed Project may involve the direct or indirect disturbance of
that resource. The CEQR Technical Manual defines natural resources as water resources,
including surface water bodies and groundwater; wetlands, including freshwater and tidal
wetlands; terrestrial resources, such as grasslands and thickets; shoreline resources, such as
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beaches, dunes, and bluffs; gardens and other ornamental landscaping; and natural resources that
may be associated with built resources, such as old piers and other waterfront structures.

The Project Site is fully developed with a four-story building, paved areas, and a lawn
area that would remain in the future with the Proposed Project. As such, natural resources within
the project site are limited to the few urban-adapted species of wildlife that will utilize building
exteriors as habitat and are ubiquitous throughout New York City. Specifically, these include
house sparrows (Passer domesticus), rock pigeons (Columba livia), European starlings (Sturnus
vulgaris), and Norway rats (Rattus novegicus). The Proposed Project would not have the
potential to result in significant adverse impacts to the urban-tolerant wildlife species using the
Project Site. While individual wildlife may be adversely affected should suitable habitat not be
available nearby, the loss of some individuals would not adversely affect populations of these
wide-spread urban-tolerant species within the metropolitan region. Overall, the Proposed Project
would not result in any significant adverse impacts to natural resources within or near the project
site, and no further analysis is required.

Water and Sewer Infrastructure

A CEQR Technical Manual water and sewer infrastructure assessment analyzes whether
a project may adversely affect the city’s water distribution or sewer system and, if so, assess the
effects of such projects to determine whether their impact is significant, and present potential
mitigation strategies and alternatives. According to the CEQR Technical Manual, only projects
that increase density or change drainage conditions on a large site require a water and sewer
infrastructure analysis.

A water supply assessment would be required for projects with an exceptionally large
demand for water (over 1 million gallons per day) or for projects located in an area that
experiences low water pressure (such as Coney Island and the Rockaway Peninsula). In
addition, a wastewater and storm water conveyance and treatment analysis would be necessary if
the project:

e Is located in a combined sewer area and would result in over 1,000 residential units or
250,000 sf of commercial/institutional use in Manhattan, or 400 residential units or
150,000 sf of commercial/institutional use in all other boroughs;

e s located in a separately sewered area and would exceed: 25 residential units or 50,000
sf of commercial/institutional use in R1, R2, or R3 districts; 50 residential units or
100,000 sf of commercial/institutional use in R4 or R5 districts; 100 residential units or
100,000 sf of commercial/institutional use in all other zoning districts;

e Islocated in an area that is partially sewered or currently unsewered;

e Involves development on a site 5 acres or larger where the amount of impervious surface
would increase;

e Would involve development on a site 1 acre or larger where the amount of impervious
surface would increase and is located in the Jamaica Bay watershed or specific drainage
areas (Bronx River, Coney Island Creek, Flushing Bay and Creek, Gowanus Canal,
Hutchison River, Newtown Creek, Westchester Creek); or
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e Would involve construction of a new storm water outfall that requires federal and/or state
permits.

The Proposed Project would be well below the 1 million gallons per day (“gpd”) water
consumption threshold set forth in the CEQR Technical Manual. In addition, the Project Site is
located in a combined sewer area; would result in less than 250,000 sf of institutional use; does
not involve development on a site 1 acre or larger; and would not involve construction of a new
storm water outfall. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in any significant impacts
of water and sewer infrastructure, and no further analysis is necessary.

Solid Waste and Sanitation Services

A solid waste assessment determines whether a project has the potential to cause a
substantial increase in solid waste production that may overburden available waste management
capacity or otherwise be inconsistent with the city’s Solid Waste Management Plan (“SWMP” or
“Plan”) or with state policy related to the city’s integrated solid waste management system. The
city’s solid waste system includes waste minimization at the point of generation, collection,
treatment, recycling, composting, transfer, processing, energy recovery, and disposal. As the
Proposed Project would not result in any additional student, staff, faculty, or visitor populations,
it is not expected to generate a substantial amount of solid waste as defined in the CEQR
Technical Manual. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not affect the city’s capacity to
handle solid waste, and no further analysis is required.

Energy

As described in the CEQR Technical Manual, all new structures requiring heating and
cooling are subject to the New York City Energy Conservation Code. Therefore, the need for a
detailed assessment of energy impacts would be limited to projects that may significantly affect
the transmission or generation of energy. However, a project’s operational energy consumption
is often calculated. It is expected that the Proposed Project, when operational, would consume
approximately 33.343 million British Thermal Units (“BTU”) per year.> This would not be
considered a significant demand for energy. Further, the Proposed Project would incorporate
measures to achieve Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (“LEED”) Silver
certification. The LEED rating system, developed by the nonprofit U.S. Green Building Council,
is a standard ensuring a high degree of environmental stewardship, considering energy
efficiency, minimization of waste sent to landfills, and other sustainability best practices in
building design and operation. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in significant
adverse impacts to the consumption or supply of energy.

2 Based on the energy usage rate for institutional buildings (250.7 MBtu/sf) from Table 15-1 “Average Annual Whole-
Building Energy Use in New York City.” The City of New York, Mayor’s Office of Environmental Coordination, CEQR
Technical Manual, March 2014.
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Transportation

The Proposed Project would not result in a change from the existing population.
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not generate more than the CEQR Technical Manual
thresholds requiring further analysis of 50 vehicle trips or 200 pedestrian or transit trips. A
transportation analysis is not warranted, and the Proposed Project would not result in any
significant adverse transportation (traffic, parking, transit, or pedestrian) impacts.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Increased greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions are changing the global climate, which is
predicted to lead to wide-ranging effects on the environment, including rising sea levels,
increases in temperature, and changes in precipitation levels. According to the CEQR Technical
Manual, GHG assessments are appropriate for projects with the greatest potential to produce
GHG emissions that may result in inconsistencies with the city’s GHG reduction goal to a degree
considered significant (generally larger projects resulting in the development of 350,000 square
feet or greater undergoing an Environmental Impact Statement [EIS], or for proejcts on a case-
by-case basis to determine its consistency with the city’s GHG reduction goals®) and,
correspondingly, have the greatest potential to reduce those emissions through the adoption of
project measures and conditions. In addition, actions that fundamentally change the city’s waste
management system, such as city capital projects, power generation projects, and promulgation
of regulations, may also need to be analyzed. While the Proposed Project would involve the
construction of a new, larger building on the Project Site, the proposed Teaching and Learning
Center would not result in an increase in enrollment as the new facility is intended to fulfill
unmet existing demand for academic facilities by the Barnard College student body and faculty.
Further, as described above, the Proposed Project would incorporate measures to achieve
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (“LEED”) Silver certification. The LEED
rating system, developed by the nonprofit U.S. Green Building Council, is a standard ensuring a
high degree of environmental stewardship, considering energy efficiency, minimization of waste
sent to landfills, and other sustainability best practices in building design and operation. The
Proposed Project is not a city capital project, would not introduce new power generation, would
not change the city’s waste management system, and would not affect regulations. Therefore,
GHG emissions analysis and assessment of consistency with the city’s GHG emission reduction
goal are not required and no further analysis is necessary.

Public Health

According to the CEQR Technical Manual, public health involves the activities that
society undertakes to create and maintain conditions in which people can be healthy. Public
health may be jeopardized by poor air quality resulting from traffic or stationary sources,
hazardous materials in soil or groundwater used for drinking water, significant adverse impacts
related to noise or odors, solid waste management practices that attract vermin and pest

3 As part of the city’s PlaNYC and the New York City Climate Protection Act (Local Law 22 of 2008), the city has a
goal of reducing citywide GHG by 30 percent below 2005 levels by 2030).
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populations. Detailed public health analysis is warranted for projects with identified unmitigated
adverse impacts in air quality, water quality, hazardous materials, or noise. The Proposed
Project is not expected to result in any significant adverse impacts to air quality, water quality,
hazardous materials, or noise. No exceedance of federal, state, or city standards would occur as
a result of the Proposed Project. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in any
significant adverse impacts to public health, and no further analysis is warranted.

Neighborhood Character

As defined in the CEQR Technical Manual, neighborhood character is considered to be
an amalgam of the various elements that define a neighborhood’s distinct personality. These
elements may include a neighborhood’s land use, socioeconomic conditions, open space, historic
and cultural resources, urban design, visual resources, shadows, transportation, and/or noise. Not
all of these elements affect neighborhood character in all cases; a neighborhood usually draws its
distinctive character from a few defining elements. An assessment of neighborhood character is
generally needed when a Proposed Project has the potential to result in significant adverse
impacts in any of the technical areas listed above, or when the project may have moderate effects
on several of the elements that define a neighborhood’s character.

As detailed in the project description, the Proposed Project would involve the replacement of
the existing 65,000-gross-square-foot Lehman Hall with a new, approximately 133,000-gross-square-
foot Teaching and Learning Center, as well as the renovation of portions of Barnard Hall. These
changes to the project site would not result in any significant adverse impacts to neighborhood
character. The character of the neighborhood is defined by mid- and high-rise rise educational
buildings and grassy lawns on the Barnard College and Columbia University campuses, as well as by
other institutional uses on the surrounding blocks. While the Proposed Project would result in a new,
taller, building on the Development Site, the overall bulk of the building would fall within the
allowable FAR for the Project Site, and would be similar in scale to other buildings on the Barnard
College and Columbia University campuses. Further, the Proposed Project would not result in any
adverse impacts to the neighborhood’s land uses, socioeconomic conditions, open space, urban
design, visual resources, shadows, transportation, or noise.

Overall, the Proposed Project would result in the construction of a new building to an
area that has a diverse mix of historic and modern educational buildings. The Center would
improve the character of the Barnard College campus, as well as provide much-needed academic
facilities for the College’s student body. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in any
significant adverse neighborhood character impacts and no further analysis is warranted.

Construction

The Proposed Project would result in construction activities at the Development Site. As
with all construction projects, work at the Development Site would result in temporary
disruptions to the surrounding area, including occasional noise and dust. The overall
construction duration for the Proposed Project is expected to be approximately three years. The
renovation of the LeFrak Gymnasium is expected to commence in Summer 2015 and would take
approximately six months to complete. The Gymnasium would provide campus swing space for
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the programs and occupants of Lehman Hall during construction of the proposed new Teaching
and Learning Center. The demolition of the existing Lehman Hall and construction of the new
Teaching and Learning Center expected to take place from March 2016 to August 2018. The
most intense construction activities in terms of noise levels and air pollutant emissions
(demolition, excavation, and foundation work, during which a number of large non-road diesel
engines would be employed) would last for only a portion of the overall construction duration—
approximately one year.

Construction of the Proposed Project would be carried out in accordance with New York
City laws and regulations, which allow construction activities between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m.
on weekdays. If work is required outside of normal construction hours, necessary approvals
would be obtained from the appropriate agencies (i.e., the New York City Department of
Buildings [“NYCDOB”] and New York City Department of Environmental Protection
[“NYCDEP”]). During construction of the Proposed Project, all necessary measures would be
implemented to ensure adherence to the New York City Air Pollution Control Code regulating
construction-related dust emissions and the New York City Noise Control Code regulating
construction noise. In addition, Maintenance and Protection of Traffic (“MPT”) plans would be
developed for any curb-lane and/or sidewalk closures. Approval of these plans and
implementation of all temporary closures during construction would be coordinated with the
New York City Department of Transportation (“NYCDOT”)’s Office of Construction Mitigation
and Coordination (“OCMC”). Through implementation of the measures described above, the
temporary adverse effects associated with the proposed construction activities would be
minimized. Accordingly, the Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse impacts
during construction, and no further analysis is required.
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Dormitory Authority of the State of New York (DASNY)

SMART GROWTH IMPACT STATEMENT ASSESSMENT FORM

Date: March 4, 2015

Project Name: Barnard College Teaching and Learning Center
Project Number:

Completed by: AKREF, Inc.

This Smart Growth Impact Statement Assessment Form (“SGISAF”) is a tool to assist
you and the Dormitory Authority of the State of New York (“DASNY”) Smart Growth
Advisory Committee in deliberations to determine whether a project is consistent with the
State of New York State Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act (“SSGPIPA”), article 6
of the New York State Environmental Conservation Law (“ECL”). Not all questions/answers
may be relevant to all projects.

Description of Proposed Action and Proposed Project:

Pursuant to DASNY’s Independent Colleges and Universities Program, Barnard College has
requested financing to support the construction of its new Teaching and Learning Center. For purposes
of SEQR, the Proposed Action would consist of DASNY’s authorization of the issuance of fixed- and/or
variable-rate, tax-exempt and/or taxable bonds to be sold through a negotiated offering and/or a private
placement, on behalf of Barnard.

The proceeds of the bond issuance would be used to finance the Proposed Project, which would
consist of the demolition of the existing 4-story, 65,000-gsf Lehman Hall and the construction of a new,
approximately 133,000-gsf Teaching and Learning Center (the “Center””). The 11-story new building
would occupy the footprint of Lehman Hall, as well as extend northward and southward to abut the
adjacent Altschul Hall and Barnard Hall, respectively (the “Development Site”’). The building would
consist of a five-story podium on the southern side, adjacent to Barnard Hall, and an 11-story tower on
the northern side. As in the existing condition, the building’s frontage onto the Barnard College campus
would abut walking paths and landscaped open space. Unlike the existing Lehman Hall, the side of the
Center fronting onto Claremont Avenue would have entrances and exits and full-height windows.

The Center would include common and informal study areas, teaching and learning space, a
conference area, space for the history, political science, economics and urban studies departments, a
modern new library, archival and media collections, with café facilities. The Center would provide
space for key programs such as the Barnard Center for Research on Women and the Athena Center for
Leadership Studies, as well as two new centers: iLAB (Institute for Innovation in Liberal Arts) and CSC
(Computational Science Center). No increase in Barnard’s population would occur as a result of the
Proposed Project; instead, the Proposed Project would provide Barnard with a new, state-of-the-art
facility which would provide a new library, individual and group study space, access to resources and
help for students and faculty, and improved conference space, including flexible meeting spaces and
smaller break-out rooms.
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In addition, portions of Barnard Hall, particularly the LeFrak Gymnasium, would be renovated as
part of the Proposed Project prior to the commencement of demolition and new construction on the
Development Site. The swing space that would be created by the renovation would serve as
replacement facilities for College activities during the construction period of the new Center. Upon
completion of the Teaching and Learning Center, the swing space in the first floor of Barnard Hall
Gymnasium would be renovated to create a public assembly space. The walls built for the swing space
library would be removed, and a new acoustic ceiling with new lighting would be installed, and the
second floor rest rooms and meeting rooms would remain. The faculty offices would be reconfigured to
house the Barnard College Information Technology department and additional administrative functions.

Construction of the Proposed Project is expected to begin in Summer 2015, with the renovation
of the LeFrak Gymnasium. Construction of the new Teaching and Learning Center would begin in
March 2016. The project is expected to be complete by August 2018.

Have any other entities issued a Smart Growth Impact Statement (“SGIS”) with regard to this
project? (If so, attach same). [ ] Yes [X] No

1. Does the project advance or otherwise involve the use of, maintain, or improve existing
infrastructure? Check one and describe:

X] Yes [ ] No [_] Not Relevant

The Proposed Project, which would result in the development of a new building to replace the
existing academic facility, would connect to the existing water supply, sewer, and energy
infrastructure on the Project Site superblock. Relative to the existing facility, the new building’s
demands on the New York City water supply, sewers, and energy infrastructure would be negligible.
Moreover, the new building’s design would adhere to the guidelines for LEED Silver certification,
which include best practices for sustainable resource consumption and management. Therefore, the
Proposed Project would be supportive of this criterion.

2. Is the project located wholly or partially in a municipal center, characterized by any of the
following: Check all that apply and explain briefly:

X A city or a village

IX] Within the interior of the boundaries of a generally recognized college, university,
hospital, or nursing home campus

[ ] Area of concentrated and mixed land use that serves as a center for various activities
including, but not limited to:

[ ] Central business districts (such as the commercial and often geographic heart of a
city, “downtown”, “city center”)

[ ] Main streets (such as the primary retail street of a village, town, or small city. It is
usually a focal point for shops and retailers in the central business district, and is most
often used in reference to retailing and socializing)

[ ] Downtown areas (such as a city's core (or center) or central business district, usually
in a geographical, commercial, and community sense).

[ ] Brownfield Opportunity Areas (http:/nyswaterfronts.com/BOA_projects.asp)
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3.

[ ] Downtown areas of Local Waterfront Revitalization Plan  areas
(http://nyswaterfronts.com/maps_regions.asp )

[ ] Locations of transit-oriented development (such as projects serving areas that have
access to mass or public transit for residents)

[ ] Environmental Justice areas (http://www.dec.ny.gov/public/ 899.html)

[ ] Hardship areas

As the Development Site is located within the existing campus of Barnard College, in
New York City, the Proposed Project would be supportive of this criterion.

Is the project located adjacent to municipal centers (please see characteristics in question 2,
above) with clearly defined borders, in an area designated for concentrated development in
the future by a municipal or regional comprehensive plan that exhibits strong land use,
transportation, infrastructure and economic connections to an existing municipal center?
Check one and describe:

X] Yes [ ] No [_] NotRelevant

The Proposed Project, which is located within the interior of the campus of Barnard College, is also
adjacent to the campus of Columbia University. Both campuses are located within the Morningside
Heights neighborhood of Manhattan, which is characterized by a concentration of mixed land uses
that serve as a center for commercial, residential, and academic activities. Beyond the diverse mix
of facilities contained within the Barnard and Columbia campuses, there is a variety of retail and
cultural uses located along the commercial corridor on Broadway, which separates the two
campuses. Therefore, the Proposed Project is supportive of this criterion.

Is the project located in an area designated by a municipal or comprehensive plan, and
appropriately zoned, as a future municipal center? Check one and describe:

[] Yes [ ] No [X] NotRelevant

Is the project located wholly or partially in a developed area or an area designated for
concentrated infill development in accordance with a municipally-approved comprehensive
land use plan, a local waterfront revitalization plan, brownfield opportunity area plan or
other development plan? Check one and describe:

X] Yes [ ] No [_] Not Relevant

The Project Site, the Barnard College campus, is wholly located in a developed area, the
Morningside Heights neighborhood of Manhattan. Therefore, the Proposed Project is supportive
of this criterion.

Does the project preserve and enhance the State’s resources, including agricultural lands,
forests, surface and groundwater, air quality, recreation and open space, scenic areas, and/or
significant historic and archeological resources? Check one and describe:

X] Yes [ ] No [] Not Relevant
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The potential effects of the Proposed Project on natural resources, air quality, open space
and historic and archeological resources are analyzed in DASNY’s SEQR review of the
Barnard College Teaching and Learning Center. The SEQR EAF and Supplemental
Report find that the Proposed Project would not have any significant adverse impacts on
these technical areas. In addition, the Proposed Project would preserve the landscaped
open space areas that characterize the Barnard College campus. Therefore, the Proposed
Project would be supportive of this criterion.

7. Does the project foster mixed land uses and compact development, downtown revitalization,
brownfield redevelopment, the enhancement of beauty in public spaces, the diversity and
affordability of housing in proximity to places of employment, recreation and commercial
development and/or the integration of all income and age groups? Check one and describe:

Xl Yes [ ] No [_] Not Relevant

The Proposed Project would foster compact development by constructing new facilities
on currently developed land within an existing college campus. In addition, the proposed
entrances to the Teaching and Learning Center on Claremont Avenue would help to
enliven the streetscape, which currently lacks vibrancy and activity. Further, as discussed
above, the Proposed Project would preserve and enhance the utility and beauty of the
existing open spaces on the Barnard College campus. Therefore, the Proposed Project
would be supportive of this criterion.

8. Does the project provide mobility through transportation choices, including improved public
transportation and reduced automobile dependency? Check one and describe:

X] Yes [ ] No [] Not Relevant

The Project Site is well served by public transportation. The Metropolitan Transportation
Authority — NYC Transit (“MTA-NYCT”) No. 1 subway line stops at the 116™ Street
station, located directly adjacent to the College; in addition, the MTA-NYCT M4, M60,
and M104 bus lines, which provide service along Broadway, and the M5 bus line, which
provides service along Riverside Drive, are in close proximity to the College. Columbia
University also provides an Intercampus Shuttle service, which is free to Columbia and
Barnard students, faculty, and staff, and operates on weekdays. Although the Proposed
Project would not provide any new transportation options, it would be supportive of this
criterion.

9. Does the project demonstrate coordination among state, regional, and local planning and
governmental officials? (Demonstration may include State Environmental Quality Review
(“SEQR”) coordination with involved and interested agencies, district formation, agreements
between involved parties, letters of support, State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(“SPDES”) permit issuance/revision notices, etc.). Check one and describe:

X] Yes [ ] No [] Not Relevant
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The planning for, and approval of, the Proposed Project would require coordination
between multiple City and State agencies. DASNY, acting as lead agency, is conducting
a coordinated review of the Proposed Project in accordance with New York’s State
Environmental Quality Review Act (“SEQRA”). The Proposed Project is also being
reviewed in conformance with the New York State Historic Preservation Act of 1980
(“SHPA”), specifically the implementing regulations of Section 14.09 of the Parks,
Recreation and Historic Preservation Law (“PRHPL”), as well as with the requirements
of the Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”), dated March 18, 1998, between
DASNY and the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
(“OPRHP”). Other involved and interested parties include, but are not limited to, the
NYC Landmarks Preservation Commission, Manhattan Community Board 9 and elected
officials. Therefore, the Proposed Project would be supportive of this criterion.

10. Does the project involve community-based planning and collaboration? Check one and
describe:

X Yes [ ] No [] NotRelevant

In accordance with SEQRA and CEQR guidelines, the EAF and Supplemental Report
were made available for public comment, and the Proposed Project will be presented to
Manhattan Community Board 9. Therefore, the Proposed Project would be supportive of
this criterion.

11. Is the project consistent with local building and land use codes? Check one and describe:
X] Yes [ ] No [_] NotRelevant

As described in Chapter 2 of the EAF, “Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy,” the
Proposed Project would not result in any significant adverse impacts on land use, zoning,
or public policy. The proposed use is permitted as-of-right, and the total square footage
of the proposed Teaching and Learning Center would still be below the maximum
allowable floor area ratio (“FAR”) for the Project Site. The Proposed Project would not
directly displace any land uses or adversely affect surrounding land uses, nor would the
Proposed Project generate land uses that would be incompatible with land uses, zoning,
or public policy in the study area. The Proposed Project would not create land uses or
structures that would be incompatible with the underlying zoning, nor would the
Proposed Project cause any existing structures to become non-conforming. The Proposed
Project would not result in land uses that conflict with public policies applicable to the
study area. The proposed actions are specific to the Project Site and would not apply to
any other areas. Therefore, the Proposed Project would be supportive of this criterion.
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12. Does the project promote sustainability by strengthening existing and creating new
communities which reduce greenhouse gas emissions and do not compromise the needs of
future generations?

Xl Yes [ ] No [_] Not Relevant

As described above, the Proposed Project would seek LEED Silver certification. The
Barnard College campus is well-served by public transportation. In addition, the
Proposed Project would encourage public involvement through the public comment
process and through ongoing public consultations in accordance with SEQRA and CEQR
guidelines. For these reasons, the Proposed Project would be supportive of this criterion.

13. During the development of the project, was there broad-based public involvement?
(Documentation may include SEQR coordination with involved and interested agencies,
SPDES permit issuance/revision notice, approval of Bond Resolution, formation of district,
evidence of public hearings, Environmental Notice Bulletin (“ENB”) or other published
notices, letters of support, etc.). Check one and describe:

Xl Yes [ ] No [_] Not Relevant
As described above, in accordance with SEQRA and CEQR guidelines, the EAF and
Supplemental Report were made available for public comment, and the Proposed Project

will be presented to Manhattan Community Board 9. Therefore, the Proposed Project
would be supportive of this criterion.

14. Does the Recipient have an ongoing governance structure to sustain the implementation of
community planning? Check one and describe:

[ ] Yes [ ] No [X] Not Relevant

Page 6 of 7



DASNY has reviewed the available information regarding this project and finds:

X] The project was developed in general consistency with the relevant Smart Growth
Criteria.

[ ] The project was not developed in general consistency with the relevant Smart Growth
Criteria.

[ ] It was impracticable to develop this project in a manner consistent with the relevant Smart
Growth Criteria for the following reasons:

ATTESTATION

I, President of DASNY/designee of the President of DASNY, hereby attest that the
Proposed Project, to the extent practicable, meets the relevant criteria set forth above and that
to the extent that it is not practical to meet any relevant criterion, for the reasons given above.

Signature

Jack D. Homkow, Director, Office of Environmental Affairs
Print Name and Title

Date
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NEWYORK | Parks, Recreation

STATE OF

orrorunT | and Historic Preservation

ANDREW M. CUOMO ROSE HARVEY
Governor Commissioner

March 06, 2015

Mr. Matthew Stanley

Senior Environmental Manager
Dormitory Authority - State of New York
Office of Environmental Affairs

One Penn Plaza - 52nd Floor

New York, NY 10119

Re: DASNY
Barnard College Teaching and Learning Center
3009 Broadway, New York, NY 10027
15PR00438

Dear Mr. Stanley:

Thank you for requesting the comments of the Division for Historic Preservation of the Office of
Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (OPRHP). We have reviewed the provided
documents in accordance with the New York State Historic Preservation Act of 1980 (Section
14.09 of the New York Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation Law). These comments
are those of the Division for Historic Preservation and relate only to Historic/Cultural resources.
They do not include potential environmental impacts to New York State Parkland that may be
involved in or near your project. Such impacts must be considered as part of the environmental
review of the project pursuant to the State Environmental Quality Review Act (New York
Environmental Conservation Law Article 8) and its implementing regulations (6 NYCRR Part
617).

We have no objection to DASNY as the lead agency for the SEQR review process. We would

like to provide some preliminary comments based upon our review of the submitted materials:

1. We note that Lehman Hall is not eligible for listing on the State or National Registers of
Historic Places. As such, we would not object to its demolition.

2. We note that Barnard Hall (aka Students’ Hall) is listed on the State and National
Registers of Historic Places.

3. We understand that the gymnasium in Barnard Hall is proposed to be used for swing
space during the proposed construction nearby. As described, the use would require
the addition of a second floor within the gym and what appear to be extensive changes
to the existing space.

a. ltis likely that this work would constitute an Adverse Impact to this historic
building. The gymnasium is identified in the National Register documentation as
significant and should be retained.

b. Barnard Hall is significant for its architecture as a fine work designed by notable
New York City architect Arnold Brunner and designed in a style that combines
Italian Renaissance massing and detail with Colonial-inspired features.

4. We recommend a construction protection plan be included to protect all historic buildings
within 90 feet of the proposed construction.

Division for Historic Preservation
P.O. Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 « (518) 237-8643 * www.nysparks.com



It is unclear in the current documentation if the work proposed for the gymnasium in Barnard
Hall is intended to be temporary until the new building construction is complete. If the
proposed work were designed to be temporary and the impacts upon the historic gym
minimized we could agree the work is appropriate. At this time, we request additional details
and study into the proposed work at Barnard Hall. In addition, we suggest the development of
an alternatives analysis that could bring forth ways to minimize or remove harm to the
character-defining features of Bernard Hall begin.

If you have any questions, | can be reached at (518) 268-2181.
Sincerely,

Beth A. Cumming
Senior Historic Site Restoration Coordinator
e-mail: beth.cumming@parks.ny.gov via e-mail only



Agency Use Only [If applicable]

Full Environmental Assessment Form
Part 2 - Identification of Potential Project Impacts

Project : IBarnard College Teaching & Learning Ctr I

Date:  [marcn 10, 2015 [

Part 2 is to be completed by the lead agency. Part 2 is designed to help the lead agency inventory all potential resources that could
be affected by a proposed project or action. We recognize that the lead agency’s reviewer(s) will not necessarily be environmental
professionals. So, the questions are designed to walk a reviewer through the assessment process by providing a series of questions that
can be answered using the information found in Part 1. To further assist the lead agency in completing Part 2, the form identifies the
most relevant questions in Part 1 that will provide the information needed to answer the Part 2 question. When Part 2 is completed, the
lead agency will have identified the relevant environmental areas that may be impacted by the proposed activity.

If the lead agency is a state agency and the action is in any Coastal Area, complete the Coastal Assessment Form before proceeding
with this assessment.

Tips for completing Part 2:

e Review all of the information provided in Part 1.

Answer each of the 18 questions in Part 2.

Check appropriate column to indicate the anticipated size of the impact.

checking the box “Moderate to large impact may occur.”
The reviewer is not expected to be an expert in environmental analysis.

Review any application, maps, supporting materials and the Full EAF Workbook.

If you answer “Yes” to a numbered question, please complete all the questions that follow in that section.
If you answer “No” to a numbered question, move on to the next numbered question.

Proposed projects that would exceed a numeric threshold contained in a question should result in the reviewing agency

e Ifyou are not sure or undecided about the size of an impact, it may help to review the sub-questions for the general

question and consult the workbook.

e  When answering a question consider all components of the proposed activity, that is, the “whole action”.
e Consider the possibility for long-term and cumulative impacts as well as direct impacts.
e Answer the question in a reasonable manner considering the scale and context of the project.

1. Impact on Land
Proposed action may involve construction on, or physical alteration of, [INo VIYES
the land surface of the proposed site. (See Part 1. D.1)
If “Yes”, answer questions a -j. If “No”, move on to Section 2.
Relevant No, or Moderate
Part 1 small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur
a. The proposed action may involve construction on land where depth to water table is E2d | 0
less than 3 feet.
b. The proposed action may involve construction on slopes of 15% or greater. E2f
c. The proposed action may involve construction on land where bedrock is exposed, or E2a ¥4 O
generally within 5 feet of existing ground surface.
d. The proposed action may involve the excavation and removal of more than 1,000 tons | D2a ¥4 [l
of natural material.
e. The proposed action may involve construction that continues for more than one year | Dle ¥4 O
or in multiple phases.
f. The proposed action may result in increased erosion, whether from physical D2e, D2q v O
disturbance or vegetation removal (including from treatment by herbicides).
g. The proposed action is, or may be, located within a Coastal Erosion hazard area. Bli v O
h. Other impacts: O O
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2. Impact on Geological Features

The proposed action may result in the modification or destruction of, or inhibit

access to, any unique or unusual land forms on the site (e.g., cliffs, dunes, VINO LJYES
minerals, fossils, caves). (See Part 1. E.2.g)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - ¢. If “No”, move on to Section 3.
Relevant No, or Moderate
Part1 small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur
a. Identify the specific land form(s) attached: E2g o a
b. The proposed action may affect or is adjacent to a geological feature listed as a E3c O O
registered National Natural Landmark.
Specific feature:
c. Other impacts: o o
3. Impacts on Surface Water
The proposed action may affect one or more wetlands or other surface water VINO LIYES
bodies (e.g., streams, rivers, ponds or lakes). (See Part 1. D.2, E.2.h)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - [. If “No”, move on to Section 4.
Relevant No, or Moderate
Part1 small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur
a. The proposed action may create a new water body. D2b, D1h O O
b. The proposed action may result in an increase or decrease of over 10% or more than a D2b = =
10 acre increase or decrease in the surface area of any body of water.
c. The proposed action may involve dredging more than 100 cubic yards of material D2a o o
from a wetland or water body.
d. The proposed action may involve construction within or adjoining a freshwater or E2h o o
tidal wetland, or in the bed or banks of any other water body.
e. The proposed action may create turbidity in a waterbody, either from upland erosion, | D2a, D2h O O
runoff or by disturbing bottom sediments.
f. The proposed action may include construction of one or more intake(s) for withdrawal | D2c o O
of water from surface water.
g. The proposed action may include construction of one or more outfall(s) for discharge | D2d o o
of wastewater to surface water(s).
h. The proposed action may cause soil erosion, or otherwise create a source of D2e o o
stormwater discharge that may lead to siltation or other degradation of receiving
water bodies.
i. The proposed action may affect the water quality of any water bodies within or E2h o O
downstream of the site of the proposed action.
j- The proposed action may involve the application of pesticides or herbicides in or D2q, E2h o o
around any water body.
k. The proposed action may require the construction of new, or expansion of existing, Dla, D2d o ]
wastewater treatment facilities.
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1. Other impacts: o o
4. Impact on groundwater
The proposed action may result in new or additional use of ground water, or IZlNO |:| YES
may have the potential to introduce contaminants to ground water or an aquifer.
(See Part 1. D.2.a, D.2.c, D.2.d, D.2.p, D.2.q, D.2.t)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - h. If “No”, move on to Section 5.
Relevant No, or Moderate
Part I small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur
a. The proposed action may require new water supply wells, or create additional demand | D2¢ o O
on supplies from existing water supply wells.
b. Water supply demand from the proposed action may exceed safe and sustainable D2c o o
withdrawal capacity rate of the local supply or aquifer.
Cite Source:
c. The proposed action may allow or result in residential uses in areas without water and | D1a, D2c O O
sewer services.
d. The proposed action may include or require wastewater discharged to groundwater. D2d, E21 O O
e. The proposed action may result in the construction of water supply wells in locations | D2c, E1f, O O
where groundwater is, or is suspected to be, contaminated. Elg, Elh
f. The proposed action may require the bulk storage of petroleum or chemical products D2p, E21 o o
over ground water or an aquifer.
g. The proposed action may involve the commercial application of pesticides within 100 | E2h, D2q, O O
feet of potable drinking water or irrigation sources. E2], D2c
h. Other impacts: o o
5. Impact on Flooding
The proposed action may result in development on lands subject to flooding. NO [JYES
(See Part 1. E.2)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - g. If “No”, move on to Section 6.
Relevant No, or Moderate
Part1 small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur
a. The proposed action may result in development in a designated floodway. E2i o o
b. The proposed action may result in development within a 100 year floodplain. E2j o o
c. The proposed action may result in development within a 500 year floodplain. E2k | |
d. The proposed action may result in, or require, modification of existing drainage D2b, D2e o o
patterns.
e. The proposed action may change flood water flows that contribute to flooding. D2b, E2i, O O
E2j, E2k
f. If there is a dam located on the site of the proposed action, is the dam in need of repair, | Ele ] ]
or upgrade?
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g. Other impacts: - O
6. Impacts on Air
The proposed action may include a state regulated air emission source. IZlNO DYES
(See Part 1. D.2.f., D,2,h, D.2.2)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - f- If “No”, move on to Section 7.
Relevant No, or Moderate
Part1 small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur
a. If the proposed action requires federal or state air emission permits, the action may
also emit one or more greenhouse gases at or above the following levels:
i. More than 1000 tons/year of carbon dioxide (CO,) D2g O O
ii. More than 3.5 tons/year of nitrous oxide (N,0) D2g o o
iii. More than 1000 tons/year of carbon equivalent of perfluorocarbons (PFCs) D2g - o
iv. More than .045 tons/year of sulfur hexafluoride (SFg) D2g E E
v. More than 1000 tons/year of carbon dioxide equivalent of D2g
hydrochloroflourocarbons (HFCs) emissions
vi. 43 tons/year or more of methane D2h o =
b. The proposed action may generate 10 tons/year or more of any one designated D2g o o
hazardous air pollutant, or 25 tons/year or more of any combination of such hazardous
air pollutants.
c. The proposed action may require a state air registration, or may produce an emissions | D2f, D2g O O
rate of total contaminants that may exceed 5 1bs. per hour, or may include a heat
source capable of producing more than 10 million BTU’s per hour.
d. The proposed action may reach 50% of any of the thresholds in “a” through “c”, D2g o o
above.
e. The proposed action may result in the combustion or thermal treatment of more than 1 | D2s ] O
ton of refuse per hour.
f. Other impacts: O O
7. Impact on Plants and Animals
The proposed action may result in a loss of flora or fauna. (See Part 1. E.2. m.-q.) INO []YES
If “Yes”, answer questions a - j. If “No”, move on to Section 8.
Relevant No, or Moderate
Part I small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur
a. The proposed action may cause reduction in population or loss of individuals of any E2o O O
threatened or endangered species, as listed by New York State or the Federal
government, that use the site, or are found on, over, or near the site.
b. The proposed action may result in a reduction or degradation of any habitat used by E2o o o
any rare, threatened or endangered species, as listed by New York State or the federal
government.
¢. The proposed action may cause reduction in population, or loss of individuals, of any | E2p o o
species of special concern or conservation need, as listed by New York State or the
Federal government, that use the site, or are found on, over, or near the site.
d. The proposed action may result in a reduction or degradation of any habitat used by E2p o o

any species of special concern and conservation need, as listed by New York State or
the Federal government.
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e. The proposed action may diminish the capacity of a registered National Natural E3c o o
Landmark to support the biological community it was established to protect.
f. The proposed action may result in the removal of, or ground disturbance in, any E2n O O
portion of a designated significant natural community.
Source:
g. The proposed action may substantially interfere with nesting/breeding, foraging, or Eom - -
over-wintering habitat for the predominant species that occupy or use the project site.
h. The proposed action requires the conversion of more than 10 acres of forest, Elb o o
grassland or any other regionally or locally important habitat.
Habitat type & information source:
i. Proposed action (commercial, industrial or recreational projects, only) involves use of | D2q o o
herbicides or pesticides.
j- Other impacts: o o

8. Impact on Agricultural Resources

The proposed action may impact agricultural resources. (See Part 1. E.3.a. and b.)

If “Yes”, answer questions a - h. If “No”, move on to Section 9.

VINO

[ ]YES

Relevant No, or Moderate
Part1 small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur

a. The proposed action may impact soil classified within soil group 1 through 4 of the E2c, E3b o o
NYS Land Classification System.

b. The proposed action may sever, cross or otherwise limit access to agricultural land Ela, Elb O O
(includes cropland, hayfields, pasture, vineyard, orchard, etc).

c. The proposed action may result in the excavation or compaction of the soil profile of | E3b ] ]
active agricultural land.

d. The proposed action may irreversibly convert agricultural land to non-agricultural Elb, E3a o o
uses, either more than 2.5 acres if located in an Agricultural District, or more than 10
acres if not within an Agricultural District.

e. The proposed action may disrupt or prevent installation of an agricultural land El a, E1b o o
management system.

f. The proposed action may result, directly or indirectly, in increased development C2c, C3, O O
potential or pressure on farmland. D2c, D2d

g. The proposed project is not consistent with the adopted municipal Farmland C2c O O
Protection Plan.

h. Other impacts: O O
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Impact on Aesthetic Resources

The land use of the proposed action are obviously different from, or are in
sharp contrast to, current land use patterns between the proposed project and
a scenic or aesthetic resource. (Part 1. E.1.a, E.1.b, E.3.h.)

If “Yes”, answer questions a - g. If “No”, go to Section 10.

INOo

[]JYES

Relevant No, or Moderate
Part1 small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur
a. Proposed action may be visible from any officially designated federal, state, or local E3h o o
scenic or aesthetic resource.
b. The proposed action may result in the obstruction, elimination or significant E3h, C2b ] ]
screening of one or more officially designated scenic views.
c. The proposed action may be visible from publicly accessible vantage points: E3h
i. Seasonally (e.g., screened by summer foliage, but visible during other seasons) O O
ii. Year round o o
d. The situation or activity in which viewers are engaged while viewing the proposed E3h
action is: E2q
i. Routine travel by residents, including travel to and from work ’ O O
ii. Recreational or tourism based activities Elc - -
e. The proposed action may cause a diminishment of the public enjoyment and E3h o o
appreciation of the designated aesthetic resource.
f. There are similar projects visible within the following distance of the proposed Dla, Ela, o o
project: DIf, D1g
0-1/2 mile
% -3 mile
3-5 mile
5+ mile
g. Other impacts: o o

10. Impact on Historic and Archeological Resources
The proposed action may occur in or adjacent to a historic or archaeological
resource. (Part 1. E.3.e, f. and g.)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - e. If “No”, go to Section 11.

[ ]No

YES

Relevant No, or Moderate
Part I small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur oceur

a. The proposed action may occur wholly or partially within, or substantially contiguous | E3e 4| O

to, any buildings, archaeological site or district which is listed on or has been

nominated by the NYS Board of Historic Preservation for inclusion on the State or

National Register of Historic Places.
b. The proposed action may occur wholly or partially within, or substantially contiguous | E3f 4| O

to, an area designated as sensitive for archaeological sites on the NY State Historic

Preservation Office (SHPO) archaeological site inventory.
¢. The proposed action may occur wholly or partially within, or substantially contiguous | E3g ¥4 O

to, an archaeological site not included on the NY SHPO inventory.

Source:
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d. Other impacts: O O
e. If any of the above (a-d) are answered “Yes”, continue with the following questions
to help support conclusions in Part 3:
i.  The proposed action may result in the destruction or alteration of all or part E3e, E3g, |
of the site or property. E3f
ii. The proposed action may result in the alteration of the property’s setting or E3e, E3f, O
integrity. E3g, Ela,
Elb
iii. The proposed action may result in the introduction of visual elements which E3e, E3f, V4| O
are out of character with the site or property, or may alter its setting. E3g, E3h,
C2,C3

11. Impact on Open Space and Recreation
The proposed action may result in a loss of recreational opportunities or a
reduction of an open space resource as designated in any adopted
municipal open space plan.
(See Part 1. C.2.c, E.1.c., E.2.q.)

If “Yes”, answer questions a - e. If “No”, go to Section 12.

[v]No

[ ]vEs

Relevant No, or Moderate
Part1 small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur
a. The proposed action may result in an impairment of natural functions, or “ecosystem | D2e, E1b | m|
services”, provided by an undeveloped area, including but not limited to stormwater | E2h,
storage, nutrient cycling, wildlife habitat. E2m, E2o,
E2n, E2p
b. The proposed action may result in the loss of a current or future recreational resource. | C2a, Elc, o o
C2c, E2q
c. The proposed action may eliminate open space or recreational resource in an area C2a, C2c O O
with few such resources. Elc, E2q
d. The proposed action may result in loss of an area now used informally by the C2c, Elc ] |
community as an open space resource.
e. Other impacts: ] ]

12. Impact on Critical Environmental Areas
The proposed action may be located within or adjacent to a critical
environmental area (CEA). (See Part 1. E.3.d)

If “Yes”, answer questions a - c¢. If “No”, go to Section 13.

[v]No

[ ]vEs

Relevant No, or Moderate
Part1 small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur

a. The proposed action may result in a reduction in the quantity of the resource or E3d o o
characteristic which was the basis for designation of the CEA.

b. The proposed action may result in a reduction in the quality of the resource or E3d o o
characteristic which was the basis for designation of the CEA.

c. Other impacts: o o
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13. Impact on Transportation
The proposed action may result in a change to existing transportation systems.
(See Part 1. D.2.j)

If “Yes”, answer questions a - g. If “No”, go to Section 14.

[v]No

[ ]YEs

Relevant No, or Moderate
Part1 small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur
a. Projected traffic increase may exceed capacity of existing road network. D2j o o
b. The proposed action may result in the construction of paved parking area for 500 or D2j o o
more vehicles.
c. The proposed action will degrade existing transit access. D2j O O
d. The proposed action will degrade existing pedestrian or bicycle accommodations. D2j ] |
e. The proposed action may alter the present pattern of movement of people or goods. D2j o ]
f. Other impacts: o o

14. Impact on Energy
The proposed action may cause an increase in the use of any form of energy.
(See Part 1. D.2.k)

If “Yes”, answer questions a - e. If “No”, go to Section 15.

[yYINO

[ ]YES

Relevant No, or Moderate
Part I small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur

a. The proposed action will require a new, or an upgrade to an existing, substation. D2k o o
b. The proposed action will require the creation or extension of an energy transmission DIf, o o

or supply system to serve more than 50 single or two-family residences or to serve a | D1q, D2k

commercial or industrial use.
c. The proposed action may utilize more than 2,500 MWhrs per year of electricity. D2k o o
d. The proposed action may involve heating and/or cooling of more than 100,000 square | D1g o O

feet of building area when completed.
e. Other Impacts:

15. Impact on Noise, Odor, and Light

The proposed action may result in an increase in noise, odors, or outdoor lighting.

(See Part 1. D.2.m., n., and 0.)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - f. If “No”, go to Section 16.

[y]NO

[ ]YES

Relevant No, or Moderate
Partl small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur oceur

a. The proposed action may produce sound above noise levels established by local D2m O O
regulation.

b. The proposed action may result in blasting within 1,500 feet of any residence, D2m, E1d o o
hospital, school, licensed day care center, or nursing home.

c. The proposed action may result in routine odors for more than one hour per day. D2o ] ]
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d. The proposed action may result in light shining onto adjoining properties. D2n o o
e. The proposed action may result in lighting creating sky-glow brighter than existing D2n, Ela o o
area conditions.
f. Other impacts: O O
16. Impact on Human Health
The proposed action may have an impact on human health from exposure |Z| NO |:| YES
to new or existing sources of contaminants. (See Part 1.D.2.q., E.1. d. f. g. and h.)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - m. If “No”, go to Section 17.
Relevant No,or Moderate
Part 1 small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may cceur occur
a. The proposed action is located within 1500 feet of a school, hospital, licensed day Eld o o
care center, group home, nursing home or retirement community.
b. The site of the proposed action is currently undergoing remediation. Elg, Elh o o
c. There is a completed emergency spill remediation, or a completed environmental site | Elg, E1h O O
remediation on, or adjacent to, the site of the proposed action.
d. The site of the action is subject to an institutional control limiting the use of the Elg, Elh o o
property (e.g., easement or deed restriction).
e. The proposed action may affect institutional control measures that were put in place Elg, Elh o o
to ensure that the site remains protective of the environment and human health.
f. The proposed action has adequate control measures in place to ensure that future D2t o o
generation, treatment and/or disposal of hazardous wastes will be protective of the
environment and human health.
g. The proposed action involves construction or modification of a solid waste D2q, E1f ] ]
management facility.
h. The proposed action may result in the unearthing of solid or hazardous waste. D2gq, E1f o o
i. The proposed action may result in an increase in the rate of disposal, or processing, of | D2r, D2s O O
solid waste.
j. The proposed action may result in excavation or other disturbance within 2000 feet of | E1f, Elg o o
a site used for the disposal of solid or hazardous waste. Elh
k. The proposed action may result in the migration of explosive gases from a landfill Elf, Elg o o
site to adjacent off site structures.
1. The proposed action may result in the release of contaminated leachate from the D2s, E1f, ] ]
project site. D2r
m. Other impacts:
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17. Consistency with Community Plans

The proposed action is not consistent with adopted land use plans.
(See Part 1. C.1, C.2. and C.3.)
If “Yes”, answer questions a - h. If “No”, go to Section 18.

[v]No

[ ]vyEs

Relevant No, or Moderate
Part1 small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur
a. The proposed action’s land use components may be different from, or in sharp C2,C3,Dla O O
contrast to, current surrounding land use pattern(s). Ela, E1b
b. The proposed action will cause the permanent population of the city, town or village | C2 O O
in which the project is located to grow by more than 5%.
c. The proposed action is inconsistent with local land use plans or zoning regulations. C2,C2,C3 | o
d. The proposed action is inconsistent with any County plans, or other regional land use | C2, C2 o o
plans.
e. The proposed action may cause a change in the density of development that is not (3, Dlc, o o
supported by existing infrastructure or is distant from existing infrastructure. D1d, D1f,
Dld, Elb
f. The proposed action is located in an area characterized by low density development C4, D2c, D2d o o
that will require new or expanded public infrastructure. D2j
g. The proposed action may induce secondary development impacts (e.g., residential or | C2a o o
commercial development not included in the proposed action)
h. Other: O |

18. Consistency with Community Character
The proposed project is inconsistent with the existing community character.
(See Part 1. C.2,C.3,D.2, E.3)

If “Yes”, answer questions a - g. If “No”, proceed to Part 3.

[VINO

[ ]vEs

Relevant No, or Moderate
Part1 small to large
Question(s) impact impact may
may occur occur
a. The proposed action may replace or eliminate existing facilities, structures, or areas E3e, E3f, E3g | |
of historic importance to the community.
b. The proposed action may create a demand for additional community services (e.g. C4 O o
schools, police and fire)
¢. The proposed action may displace affordable or low-income housing in an area where | C2, C3, D1f ] |
there is a shortage of such housing. Dlg,Ela
d. The proposed action may interfere with the use or enjoyment of officially recognized | C2, E3 o o
or designated public resources.
e. The proposed action is inconsistent with the predominant architectural scale and C2,C3 a a
character.
f. Proposed action is inconsistent with the character of the existing natural landscape. C2,C3 o o
Ela, Elb
E2g, E2h
g. Other impacts: o o

PRINT FULL FORM
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